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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Tux DEATH of Sir Joun Sruon leaves but one Serjeant-at-Law 
remaining at the bar—namely, Mr. Serjeant Sruvxs, who was 
called in 1843. 





eoutl’ 

Last WEEK’s Gazette announces that the Queen has been 
pleased to make Colonel Onartes Gervatse Boxatt a “‘ Oom- 
panion of the Most Honourable Order of the Bath,” for his 
services in connection with the A Forces, Oolonel 
Boxatt, during his command of the Ist Sussex Artillery, 
vided, and frequently fought with, the only armoured train whi 
is capable of firing heavy without injury to the per- 
manent way of an o He is the 
‘“‘C. B.” from the Auxiliaries, and is senior partner in th 
of Messrs. Boxatt & Boxatt, solicitors, Chancery-lane. 





well to note ant, sip ene es ae 
Acts of the present reign, there was 
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See pet of it is drafted, there were two circumstances 
have beyond question most. conduced to its successful 
working. The first of these is that nearly all the previous 
legislation on the subject was swept away, and the other is that, 
as Lord Lancpatz explained in introducing the Bill, “ copies 
had been sent to many eminent men engaged in different 
branches of the law,” and valuable annotations had been 
received from them, with regard to which alterations had been 
made in the Bill. That is the way to frame measures sap | 
the law of real property if they are meant to work easily an 
need no subsequent tinkering. If we compare the course which 
was adopted yay bape ago with regard to the Wills Act with 
that adopted to-day with regard to another measure of almost 
equally far-reaching importance—the Land Transfer Bill—we 
shall come to the conclusion that, whatever else may have been 
improved in the present reign, the process of preparation of 
Acts of Parliament has not advanced. 





We wap an admission this week by the Leader of the House 
of Commons that the Land Transfer Bill was meeting with serious 
ition. On the 28th ult., Mr. Harpawx (in his capacity of 
5 nurse ”’ to the Bill) asked the First Lord of the Treasury 
when he proposed to take the Bill. Mr. Batrour said, “ Not 
now.” ereupon Mr. Hatpane reminded the right hon. 
gentleman that on a former occasion he had referred to the Bill 
a8 @ non-contentious measure; and, in reply, Mr. Batrovr said, 
“There are differences between that occasion and the present of 
& most important character.”” The answer was significant ; but, 
at the same time, we had never any doubt that the bankers 
would be ‘‘squared.” The promoters of the Bill will give up a 
great deal if only they are allowed to establish their mighty 
office and qq omer the business relating to dealings with 
land—witness the dropping of the provision relating to the 
Limitations Acts on the mere suggestion of opposition, ap- 
ly without any regard to the serious results of this course. 
gly, the Land Registry Office made haste to meet the 
adversaries, who were satisfied by an undertaking that their 
objections to the details of the measure should be considered in 
committee. The Bill was then suddenly brought on late on 
Thursday night, and was read a second time. A great deal was, 
of course, made in the debate about Mr. B. G. Laxe having 
“ written to the ee warmly endorsing the Bill,” and it 
was also affirmed t the Incorporated Law Society had 
passed a resolution approving of the measure, but it was 
omitted to be stated that the Council of the Society placed 
it on record that ‘they retain their strong objections to 
compulsion on the grounds that if the system be as beneficial 
as its advocates suppose, it ought to be able to make its own 
way, and that landowners will not require force to make them 
adopt it if it prove really advantageous and economical.” We 
print elsewhere a letter from a member of a firm of country 
of very high standing, pointing out that, owing to 
the lack of energy in opposing the Bill, support has been given 
to it in ignorance of its true effect. This, no doubt, is correct ; 
the compromise mania effectually paralysed during the past 
year all attempts to shew the real effect of the measure. 





By RULE 9 of Schedule I. to the General Order under the 
Remuneration Act, 1881, it is provided that, where a property 
is sold subject to incumbrances, the amount of the incumbrances 
is to be deemed part of the © pater tage 0 except where the 

purchases, in which case the charge of his solicitor 
shall be calculated upon the price of the equity of redemption. 
These words are sufficiently clear, though in Fortescue v. Mer- 
cantile Bank of London (45 W. R. 529) it has required a decision 
of the Court of Appeal to secure for them their proper effect. 
c was m ; poh rene dat so dy Senter There 
was a mortgage for £100 to the defendant bank. The 
bank realized their security and sold the subject to the 
first mortgage for £180. There was, th , & sale of 
property subject to an incumbrance within the above rule, and 
since the first mortgagee was not the , the costs were 
tobe calculated on the assumption that the £3,800 was a 


> 





£40 for deducing title and completing the conveyance. These 
sums are, of course, large, in- comparison with the actual 
cash produced by the sale, and it is not surprising that the 
mortgagor should have sought to reduce them. There appears, 
however, to be no ground for the proposition ascribed to the 
taxing-master, and in which Bruce, J., concurred, that rule 9 
does not a ply to a sale by a second mortgagee, and that the 
costs shoul based on the sum of £185 only. This view fails 
to appreciate the real nature of such a sale, which was clear 
enough to the draftsman of the rule. The purchaser of the 
equity of redemption expended only a small sum upon his pur- 
chase, but before he laid out a penny he had to satisfy himself 
that the property was worth the full value of the first mortgage. 
In other words, the solicitor, as Lord Esuer put it, found a 
P who was willing to give for the property £3,800 
plus £185, The case may be an extreme one, but there 
can be no doubt that the Court of Appeal in reversing 
the decision of Bruce, J., acted upon the true construction of 


the rule. 





OvR CORRESPONDENTS, Messrs. J. & M. Sotomoy, whose 
letter will be found in another column, have asked us a question 
which is very difficult to answer. The more closely we look into 
the query they have raised the more problems we find of a 
similar nature requiring solution, and the less material we 
discover wherewith to solve them. Our correspondents’ point 
may be shortly stated as follows: Under the new ord. 30, r. 1, 
which is to come into operation on the 25th of October, a 
plaintiff is compelled to take out a summons for directions. The 
rule provides that ‘‘(4) Such summons shall be taken out after 
appearance, and before the plaintiff takes any fresh step in the 
action, other than application for injunction, or for a receiver, or 
for summary judgment under order 14.” The path of the 
plaintiff therefore is clearly mapped out for him. If he does 
not proceed under order 14, he must apply for directions. But 
what about the defendant? He is provided with no such 
guiding and shining light. On the contrary, his lights have all 
been removed, and he is left to grope his way in considerable 
obscurity. Our correspondents ask what he is to do if he wishes 
to apply for particulars or for extension of time? We may 
assume, as regards particulars, that the intention of the new 
rule is that he should wait until the plaintiff applies for 
directions and then ask for particulars, if he requires any. But 
how does the defendant stand as regards extension of time? 
At this point we are launched on a perfect sea of questions. If 
the defendant has not required or received a statement of claim, he 
is bound, under ord. 21, r. 7, to deliver his defence within ten days 
from his appearance, or he is liable to judgmentin default. Does 
that rule still apply?, According to the terms of order 27 
(default of piecing) which has not been repealed, it does 
apply. But, on the other hand, the new ord. 30, r. 1, says that 

ter appearance the plaintiff must apply for directions before 
taking any “fresh step in the action.” Is or in default 
of defence a ‘‘fresh step in the action” ; f so, the time- 
fixture for defence in order 21 is nullified by implication, and 
the defendant cannot require extension of time. But would it 
be safe for a defendant to rely upon this implied nullification of 
a rule which has not been repealed? We should be afraid to 
hazard an answer to that question. Let us carry this question 
a step further. Ord. 27, r. 1, provides that if a plaintiff deig 
bound to deliver a statement of claim fails to do so within the time 
allowed, the defendant may apply to dismiss the action. The 
‘time allowed ” is six weeks from ap ce (ord. 20, r. 1 (d)). 
But by the new ord. 30, r. 1, the plaintiff is forbidden to deliver 
a statement of claim, which is undoubtedly a “fresh step in the 
action,” until and unless he is ordered to do so by the order for 
directions. Is ord. 20, r. 1 (d), also nullified by implication? 
This is a most im t point for the defendant. If it is nulli- 
fied by implication, the plaintiff can never make default im 
delivering a statement of claim until after an order for 
directions fixing the time for such delivery has been made and 


disobeyed. If the plaintiff, therefore, does nothing at all after 
the appearance of the defendant, when, and under what rale, 


July 3, 1897. 
S35 


of the purchase-money. Hence the second mo s 
Pieler claimed a sum of £35 for pene. the oaleaal 
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can the defendant apply to dismiss the action? There is no 
provision in the rules that if the plaintiff does not within any 
given time either apply for directions or for judgment under 
order 14, the defendant may apply to dismiss the action. We 
think we have said enough to shew that the questions raised b 
our correspondents are extremely important and suggestive, an 
that the rules as they now stand do not provide any satisfactory 
answers to them. 





Tux staTE of affairs disclosed in the above remarks is sugges- 
tive in another direction. The new order 30 (summons for 
directions) comprehends an important new d in pro- 
cedure. It was published in draft under the Rules Publication 
Act, and laid upon the table of the House, in the expectation 
that public bodies would examine it and make suggestions to 
the Rule Committee. How does it happen that no one seems 
to have noticed the defects to which our correspondents have 
called our attention? That something more is needed there can 
be nodoubt. The truth is that in the case of a highly compli- 
cated procedure such as we possess abstract criticism of any 
added or amended new rule is not likely to be of practical use. 
It might be before the public for a year before it came into 
operation, without any security against the discovery of some 
discrepancy which underlies its relation to the rest of the code 
of procedure the moment it comes into active operation. It is 
not to be supposed for a moment that all the bearings of a new 
batch of rules upon the rest of the thousand-and-one rules which 
make up our working code can be thoroughly ga until they 
are gradually disclosed in actual working. And the moral of 
that is, that we must always expect every new batch of important 
rules to undergo a strengthening and amending — after 
they have come into force. In this case perhaps the suggestive 
letter of our correspondents may be instrumental, if the oppor- 
tunity is seized with promptitude, in securing a removal of the 
difficulties pointed out in time for any necessary amendments in 
existing rules to come into operation at the same time as the 
new order 30. 


Tue case of Mitchell v. The Torrington Union, argued lately 
before a Divisional Court, raised the question whether a woman 
is guilty of adultery who goes through the ceremony of marriage 
with another man in the lifetime of her husband under such 
circumstances as not to be liable to a conviction for bigamy. 
The wife had apparently lost sight of her husband for a long 
time, and did not know he was alive when she went through 
the second ceremony, but while living with the other man she 
learnt that her husband was alive. In spite of this knowledge, 
she continued to live with the other man for twelve months 
more. Subsequently she became chargeable to the respondent 
union, and the justices of Torrington made an order on the 
husband to contribute to his wife’s support. It was against this 
order that the husband appealed to the High Court. Now, it 
was held in the case of Culley v. Charman (29 W. R. 803, 7 
Q. B. D. 89) that such an order cannot be made where the 
woman is guilty of adultery which has not been condoned. 
Following this case, the Divisional Court held that the order 
was bad, as the woman was clearly guilty of adultery, having 
lived with another man knowing her husband to be alive. In 
one sense, of course, a woman who goes through the ceremony 
of marriage with another man during her husband’s life, and 
lives with him, although she has acted innocently, has com- 
mitted bigamy and adultery; but it was held in the well- 
known case of Reg. v. Tolson (37 W. R. 716, 23 Q. B. D. 168) 
that a bond fide belief in the death of the husband before the 
second marriage was a good defence to an indictment for 
bigamy, although seven years had not intervened between the 
disappearance of the husband and the second iage. Again, 
in each of the two very similar cases of Joseph v. Joseph and 
Wenzell (18 W. R. 872) and Freegard v. Freegard, Cooper, and 
Lucas (32 W. R. 95) a husband had gone through the form of 
marriage with another woman in the bond fide belief that his 
wife was dead, and had subsequently discovered that she was 
alive and living in adultery. In each; case the husband was 
granted a divorce in spite of his own adultery, as his adultery 
Was innocent, and committed in ignorance of the true state of 





i 


the facts. It must be noticed, however, that in each of 
cases the husband had ceased to cohabit with the other 
as soon as he discovered his wife to be alive. In this 
therefore, the position of either of these two husbands was 

different from that of the wife in the recent case, as she con- 
tinued to live with the other man for a considerable time after 
she had discovered her husband to be alive. From a considera- 
tion of the cases mentioned, it may probably be stated as correct 


ii 


that where adultery is committed by a in bond fide ignor- 
ance of fact, the law will not visit the consequences of such 


adultery u that persom by inflicting upon him any sort of 

. Te hewerts, such continues to live in adultery 
after he has discovered the true state of the facts, he must then 
take all consequences. 





THERE WOULD seem to be,in principle, a distinction between 
powers which involve the exercise of some special discretion b 
the person on whom the power is conferred and powers whi 
are — merely for the convenient management of property or 
for the realization of a security; and though in the former case 
the exercise of the power may ly be restricted to the 
persons specially designated in the instrument by which it is 
created, in the latter it might be supposed that the power would 
pass with the property so as to be exerciseable by the person in 
whom from time to time the property is vested. In the case of 
Re Rumney and Smith's Contract, however, the Court of Appeal 
(Liyptey, Lops, and Currry, L.JJ.) have declined to allow such 
an assignment in a power of sale in a mortgage. By deed dated 
in October, 1879, a member of an unincorporated building 
society m certain property to the trustees of the society, 
and it was provided that in case of default it should be lawful 
for “‘ the trustees or trustee for the time being of the society,” 
without any further consent by the morgagor, to sell the mort- 
gaged property. In 1896 the mortgage was transferred to 

UMNEY, who was a stranger to the society, and he sold the 
property, purporting to act under the power of sale. The pur- 
chaser took the objection that the power of sale could be exer- 
cised only by the trustees of the society and not by an assign 
from them, and on this objection he has succeeded both before 
Srretine, J. (ante, p. 424), and in the Court of Appeal. There 
were, indeed, difficulties in the transfer of the mortgage at all, 
for the circumstances of a mortgage to a building society do not 
readily adapt themselves to the case of a m in the hands 
an individual, but upon the yalidity of the er itself it was 
not necessary to express aly Opinion. The restriction of the 

wer of sale to the trustees of the society was considered to be 

tal to its passing to the transferee. The decision was based 
on Bradford v. Belfield (2 Sim. 264), where it was held thata 
trust for sale vested in A. and his heirs could not be executed by 
an assign of A. Upon the literal construction of the mortgage 
the result is of course right, for the original intention was that 
the sale should be effected by the trustees of the society, but 
such a defect leaves the tifle in a very inconvenient state, and 
the difficulty should be kept in mind upon taking a transfer of a 
mortgage of such a character. 





A CORRESPONDENT in these columns recently (ante, p. 558) 
called attention to the extraordinary disqualification clause 
which was introduced into the Workmen (Compensation for 
Accidents) Bill in Committee of the song * mmons. It 

rovides that in any proceedings under the Act no party or 
tm person shall appear ox be attended by counsel or solicitor, 
except by the leave of the court or arbitrator, or on any appeal 
to the Court of Appeal. We are glad to see that the question 
has been phen in a letter in the Standard of the 25th ult. 
by a writer who is likely to bring home to the public the absur- 
dity of the clause. After pointing out the vast sums for which 
an employer may under the Act become liable, he refers to the 
inconvenience, or rather injustice, which will result from the 
lack of professional assistance. An employer may bs ruined by 
the compensation he may have to pay; and yet, save by the 
special favour of the court, he is to be deprived of legal help. 
An exception is made in thecase of to the Court of 
Appeal; but, as the t in Standard observes, 
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there is no appeal on questions of fact, or on questions of law 
that are not raised in the court below, and if no lawyer attends 
to raise them the exception will have little effect. The exclusion 
of lawyers will be inconvenient alike to employer and to work- 
men, and it will certainly have a bad effect on the court. It 
will deprive the judge or arbitrator of assistance in legal 
matters upon which he is entitled to rely, and it will not tend to 
raise the court in public a The cases, moreover, are sure 
to be inadequately presented when no lawyer has been employed 
beforehand in getting up the facts and considering the points of 
law involved, and either the decision of the court will be 
unsatisfactory or the judge will have to spend his time doing 
the lawyer’s work during the hearing of the case. The pro- 
posal, indeed, appears the more absurd the more it is examined, 
and we trust that attention will be strongly called to it in the 
House of Lords. The idea is probably to save the workman 
expense; but, as we have on a former occasion pointed out, the 
absence of the lawyer will lead to the introduction of less com- 
— advisers, and the workman is not likely to benefit in the 
end. 








THE PRACTICE ON DISCOVERY OF DOCUMENTS. 


Two important decisions upon the practice on discovery of 
documents have been given by the Court of Appeal in the action 
of Spokes v. Grosvenor and West-end Railway Terminus Hotel Co. 
(45 W. R. 545, 546). aintifi in the action was a share- 
holder in the defendant company, and the action was brought 
on behalf of the plaintiff and the other shareholders to recover 
damages against the directors of the company and certain trades- 
men who had supplied the company with goods, the plaintiff 
alleging that the defendants other than the company had con- 
— to defraud the company. In the course of the action the 
plaintiff made applications for discovery of documents, and 
objection was taken on behalf of one of the defendants, Drew, 
who was charged with fraud, and on behalf of the company, but 
upon different grounds. To a defendant who has to meet a 
cause of action which may amount to a criminal offence it may 
be clearly a matter of importance to check at the outset any 
attempt to compel him to give information, whether by inter- 

tories or by an order for discovery of documents. It is 
always open to him to prevent the attempt from being completely 
successful by taking the objection in his affidavit that the 
answer to the question or the production of the documents will 
tend to criminate him ; but to be obliged to have recourse to such 
a statement is in itself prejudicial, and it is clearly for his 
advantage to prevent, if possible, the inconvenient question from 
being put at all. 

The right of a party against whom application for interroga- 
tories or discovery has been made to take this course was con- 
sidered and rejected in Fisher v. Owen (26 W. R. 581, 8 Oh. D. 
645). In that case an action had been brought to set aside a 
deed made by a lady a few days before her death on the ground 
that the instructions for it were given while she was in a state 
of stupor produced by large doses of a narcotic drug, and the 
— exhibited interrogatories which tended to shew that the 

efendant, who was the grantee under the deed of gift, had 
procured the drug and encouraged the lady to take it with a 
view to obtaining the execution of the deed. Bacon, V.C., 
ordered the interrogatories to be struck out as scandalous and 
irrelevant, but upon the analogy of the procedure which would 
be adopted upon the actual examination of the defendant as a 
witness, the Court of Appeal reversed this decision. ‘‘If,” said 
JesszL, M.R., ‘‘the defendant were a witness in the box you 
could not prevent the plaintiff putting the question, though the 
defendant might decline to answer, and thereby probably 
subject himself to some disadvantage before the tribunal, 
whether com of judge or judge and jury; and I do not 
see what authority we have to prevent the plaintiff from avail- 
himeelf of this mode of inquiry of the defendant, without 

ing the defendant as a witness.” 

The age of R. 8. C., ord. 31, under the rules in force at 


the date of Fisher v. Owen gave some support to the opposite 


conclusion. Under rule 5 a party called upon to answer inter- 
rogatories might apply to have any interrogatory struck out on 
the ground that it was scandalous or irrelevant, &c., “or on any 





other ground,” and it was argued with some plausibility that 
these last words authorized the striking out of an interrogatory 
on the ground that the answer would tend to criminate the 
rson answering. It washeld, however, that the words must 
e confined to grounds ejusdem generis with those previously 
enumerated in the rule, and that the mere tendency of the 


answer to incriminate was,no reason for disallowing the inter- 
rogatory altogether, and that the proper time for the objection 
to be taken was upon making the affidavit in reply. The power 
to teke any objection in the affidavit, and, therefore, an objection 
of this nature, was expressly reserved byrule 8. The principle 
of Fisher v. Owen was affirmed by the Court of Appeal in 
Allhusen vy. Labouchere (27 W. R. 12, 3 Q. B. D. 654), where it 
was again held that the objection to answer must be taken in 
the affidavit, and was no ground for preventing the question 
from being put. ‘It always has been the practice of the Court 
of Chancery,” said Corron, L.J., ‘and that practice is now 


universal, that it is no objection to an_interrogatory, no ground 
for takin j e file, if it is relevant, that the 
answer to it may tend to criminate the party it is 


administ ; @ may say, " refuse 
answer that on the ground that the answer may tend to crimi- 
nate me,’ but then he must take the objection on his oath ; and 
if he does raise that objection on his oath in the proper way, 
then he is not bound to answer that interrogatory.” 

At first sight the later case of Redfern v. Redfern (39 W. R. 
212; 1891, ©. 139) is not altogether consistent with the cases 
above cited. The suit was by a husband for dissolution of 
marriage on the ground of the wife’s adultery; and to a 
summons on the part of the husband asking for discovery of 
documents, the objection was taken that the sole object was to 
obtain the production of criminating documents. The first 
ground of the decision was that, since adultery subjected the 
party to ecclesiastical censure and penalties, the case fell within 
the ordinary rule as to incriminating answers, and had this 
decision been followed out in accordance with the above cases, 
it would have been left for the wife to take the objection in 
her affidavit. It was further held, however, that sinve the dis- 
covery was wanted solely for the purpose of proving adultery, 
and since, under section 3 of the Evidence Further Amendment 
Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 68), the wife could not, as a witness, 
be asked any question tending to shew that she had been guilty 
of adultery, the discovery ought not to be allowed. The decision, 
as pointed out by the Court of Appeal in the recent case, depends 
on the peculiarities of divorce law, and does not really conflict 
with the general practice of the court. 

In Spokes v. Grosvenor, &c., Hotel Co. (supra) the question related 
to discovery of documents, and in Webb v. East (28 W. RB. 336, 
5 Ex. D. 108) the Court of Appeal had declined to decide 
whether the rule as to tendency to incriminate applied to 
production of documents equally with answers to interroga- 
tories, though it was held that if production was to be refused on 
this ground, it was essential for the party to state on oath that 
in his belief the result of the production of the document would 
be to criminate him. It has now been decided, however, that 
the same rule applies to both cases, and that, in accordance with 


Althusen v. Labouchere, the objection, whether to an interrogato 

r to the jon of a document must be taken in the 

avit. ‘In my opinion,” said A. L. Saira, L.J., “ discovery 

of documents and discovery by way of answers to interrogatories 
on facts stand on the same basis; and whichever kind of dis- 
covery it may be, the only method of objection open toa person 
in the position of Drew is to answer on oath that discovery may 
tend to criminate him.” It may be. noticed that the lang 
of the present rules of R. 8. C., ord. 31, makes this result still 
clearer than it was under the rules of 1875, upon which the 
earlier cases were decided. 

The second decision in Spokes v. Grosvenor, §c., Hotel Co. (45 
W. R. 546) raised an important question as to the practice when 
a shareholder, who cannot command a majority in the company, 
desires to impeach acts which have caused loss to the company. 
Ordinarily for any wrong to a company it is only the company 
which can sue, but a necessary exception exists in cases where 
the persons complaining cf the wrong cannot obtain control of 
the company so as to enable them to use the name of the com- 
pany as plaintiff. ‘As a general rule,” said Jusszr, M.R., im 
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Mason v. Harris (27 W. R. 699, 11 Oh. D., p. 107), “ the 
company must sue in respect of a claim of this nature, but 
eral rules have their exceptions, and one exception to the 
rule requiring the company to be plaintiff is, that where a fraud 
is committed by persons who can command a majority of the 
votes, the minority can sue,” Since, however, it is n 
for the company to be a party to the ings, the com 
must be made a defendant, and though no relief is claimed 
against the company, it becomes possible in this 


compel the officers to make disclosure of the af 
company. Hae sage 


In the present case it was objected that under such circum- 
stances no order for discovery of documents could be made 
against the company, the objection being based upon the ground 
that there was no matter in issue between the plaintiff and the 
company, nor was any relief asked against the company, and 
the company, it was said, could not be made a party soiely for 
the purpose of obtaining discovery. In point of fact, however, 
the company had not been made a party solely for this purpose. 
As was observed by Currry, L.J., the action could not proceed 
in the absence of the company, and the company was interested 
in and would be bound by the result. The company being, 
therefore, on other grounds a party to the action, there was no 
reason why it should not be subject to the ordinary liabilities of 

ies, among which was the liability to make discovery of 
eed Thus a minority of shareholders are enabled at 
once to sue in respect of a wrong alleged to be done to the com- 
pany with the sanction of the majority, and also to strengthen 
their case by compelling the officers of the company to make 
discovery of the company’s documents. 


SCHOLARSHIPS FOR YOUNG SOLICITORS. 


An admirable scheme for stimulating articled clerks to attain a high 
standard of excellence in the final examivation and for contributing 
to the support of successful candidates during the first years of 
their professional life, has been set on foot by the will of the late Mr. 
JosEPH TRAVERS SMITH, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. TRAVERS 
SmirH, BRAITHWAITE, & Rosrinson, of 4, Throgmorton-avenue, 
E.C., who died on the 28th of May last. He directed that a sum of 
£6,500 Consols should be purchased in the names of four trustees for 
the purpose of founding three scholarships.of £50 a year each, one to 
be given in each year to the student who has passed the best final 
examination in the Michaelmas Examination of that year, having 
been under the age of twenty-six years at the date of such examina- 
tion, and who, among the three candidates who are to be certified to 
the trustees as having passed the best final examination, shall, in the 
opinion of the trustees, be “‘ the best qualified by personal r; 
general intelligence, and cultivation, and the nature and class of his 
attainments, to do credit to their selection and to the scholarship.” 
It will be seen that a Travers Smith Scholarship will not only be a 
pecuniary advantage to the holder, but will also be a certificate of 
character and attainments of great value to a young solicitor during 
the years when he most needs such assistance. The scheme appears 
to have been very completely worked out by the testator, who, in a 
codicil to his will, has made the following provisions for adminis- 
tration :— 

Trustees.—Dr. E>win FRESHFIELD, LL.D., FREDERICK LEIGH 
Huroutmvs, Henry Marxsy, and Sir THomas PayNz, members of 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
(hereinafter called ‘‘ the society ’’). 

Fund.—Six thousand five hundred pounds British Government 
stock, or other chan; investment thereof for the time being, to be 
invested in names of the trustees or at option of trustees for the time 
being in a separate account in the name of the society. : 

Power to trustees to vary, with approval of council of society, by 


resolution on notice and confirmed at subsequent m , for any 
rent-charge, debenture, preference, or guaranteed of any 
English railway which shall have paid not less than three cent. 
per annum dividends on its ordinary stock or shares for five years 


previous, or any security allowed or approved for trustees at the time 
of such change of investment by statute or by any division of the 
High Court of Justice under any settlement prepared under the 
direction of the court. 

Object—Income to be applied— 

ist. In payment of expenses and indemnification of trustees. 

2nd. To holders of scholarships, to be granted one in each year and 
to be tenable for three years, of fifty pounds a year each payable 
half-yearly free of income tax, which shall be chargeable on surplus 
income of fund. 


way 





3rd. The unapplied income of first two years, any surplus of 
income, and any scholarship income not claimed or Yalling in by 
reason of death or deprivation of a scholar or otherwise, to be added 
to capital and invested therewith as above-mentioned. 

4th. If at any time the income of the total amount of increased 
fund be sufficient, council may make any scholarship or scholarships 
tenable for an additional year or years (the income thereof during 


Y | such additional year or years to be paid exclusively out of the income 


of the increased fund), or may increase the income but not the 
number of the scholarships; the intention being that, unless and 
until the council make any alteration, there shall be at no time more 
than three scholarships, and that one and one only shall be granted 
in _= year and tenable for three years, except as herein 
provided. 

Selection.—Three persons (to be named in alphabetical order) shall 
in each year be certified by the examiners to the trustees as being the 
three who have passed the best final examination for admission as 
solicitors in the Michaelmas or last examination of that year, having 
been under the age of twenty-six years at the date of such examin- 
ation, The trustees to select.from such three for recommen- 
dation to the council the person whom they shall in their uncontrolled 
discretion deem to be the best qualified by personal character, general 
intelligence and cultivation, oll the nature and class of his attainments, 
to do credit to their selection and to the scholarship. The trustees to 
be entitled before making their selection to ask the examiners for 
and to receive any confidential opinion or ion as to the 
qualifications or merits of the persons or any of persons certified 
by them. The year’s scho ip to be granted, if at all (but subject 
to the provisions hereinafter contained), by resolution of the council 
to the person so selected by the trustees. The person to whom the 
scholarship is granted to be presented with a copy on vellum of such 
resolution signed by the trustees and countersigned by the President 
of the Society. ; 

Power to examiners if they think that two or more should be 
bracketed, to certify more than three, a bracketed as 
one, and who if the scholarship be granted to (which is hereby 
authorized) shall divide it between them. 

Power in any year to examiners to decline to certify, to trustees to 
decline to recommend, and to council to decline to t, scholarship 
without reason alleged. No scholarship to be tenable for more than 
three calendar months with any other scholarship or exhibition in 
the gift or under the control or in any way belonging to or connected 
with the Incorporated Law Society. 

Trustees to act on any vote of council and if members of council 
to be entitled to vote as such members. 

New Trustees.—Members of council practising in London or 
within the district of the Metropolitan Board to be alone eligible as 
trustees on any new appointment, and I suggest (but this is 
precatory only) that, all other things being equal, two at least of the 
trustees should be members practi in the City of London. New 
trustees to be named and appointed from time to time by vote of the 
council of the society ; a new ¢rtistee to be appointed on the death, 
resignation (whether as trustee or as member of council) incapacity to 
act, or going to reside abroad, of any trustee, or on any vote of 
council removing any trustee, which the council is hereby authorized 
to do by resolution at any meeting confirmed at a subsequent 


meeting. 

Meetings of trustees to be called when required by senior trustee 
or any two trustees at hall or council room of Incorporated Law 
Society on notice ne object or objects. Any vote in which three 
concur to be deemed a decision of all the trustees, or if there be only 
three trustees for the time being any vote of two. 

Powers to trustees, with a by vote of council, to increase 
their number, but without obligation to make the investments in 
more than four names. 

Trustees to have all statutory powers and indemnities, and par- 


ticularly power to determine all questions of intention, construc- 
tion, or otherwise of this scheme without 


The widest power to council to make bye-laws or new laws for the 
tion of the scholarships and the fund, and to alter the number, 
duration, condition, or objects of scholarships, so same remain 
under control of trustees and council of Incorporated Law Society 
according to the general intention of this scheme and applicable for 
promoting or encouraging education of solicitors. 
All scholarships to be held at will of council and determinable on 


any ground which the council may consider to be , but the 

council shall not be required to state any ground for determin- 

ation of any sch , and no Oe Se ae 
shall be stated have 


every payment in respect thereof, not to be enforceable, but only to 
be deemed to be made as if under a purely precatory request or 


if and when considered necessary, and 
are anny seg fe 


““Frruat deed. to be 


may be with schedule to 
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subsequent trustees and columns shewing their dates of appointment 
and death or retirement, so that no subsequent deed of appointment 
of trustees, but only transfers of the trust fund while same remains 
in their or any of their names, may be necessary, but, notwithstand- 
ing this direction, such deed may be in any form deemed convenient. 

The trust deed (if any) and all documents beionging and relating 
tu the trust to be kept at all times by and under the control of the 
council of the society. 

Avoidance.—If from any cause the intended object shali for five 
consecutive years fail, or the society shall be dissolved, the fund shall 
be transferred to the official trustees of the Charity Commissioners to 
be applied under their directions as nearly as may be for the purposes 
intended, such commissioners, or any persons or body appointed by 
them for the purpose, to have and be entitled to exercise all the 
powers and discretions hereby reposed in the trustees and the council 
of the society. 








REVIEWS. 
MONOPOLIES BY PATENTS. 


Monopouies BY PATENTS AND THE STATUTABLE REMEDIES AVAIL- 
ABLE TO THE Pusiic. By J. W. Gorpon, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This is not a book of patent law and practice of the usual type; in 
fact, the ordinary issues of validity, infringement, and the like, are 
scarcely, if at all, toushed on. The object which the author has set 
before him has been to direct attention to the hardships arising from 
the improper grant or use of patent-rights, and to point out that 
remedies exist for such hardships. The bulk of the work might 
perh be more correctly described as historical and literary than 
as ad to the ordinary problems of the nineteenth century, but 
the result is not only readable but interesting. Treating the matter 
historically, the writer goes back beyond the Statute of Monopolies 
to the black-letter cases and King James I.’s so-called Book of 
Bounty, which is here reprinted in extenso, the intention throughout 
being to illustrate the inconvenience and illegality of all but the most 
carefully guarded monopolies. The Statute of Monopolies is com- 
mented on in detail down to section 8, and with these eight sections 
fifty pages are occupied, which of itself is probably sufficient to 
attest the industry of the author. As against this, some thirty-five 
peges are devoted to a commentary on the 22nd and 32nd sections of 
the existing Patents Act, the only portions of that Act which are 
submitted to any minute examination. For practical p es the 
treatise, for it is a treatise, on the ‘‘ threats’ section will undoubtedly 
prove very useful ; but whether the author will induce many members 
of the profession to act on his view of the still existing importance of 
the 4th section of the Statute of Monopolies as an anticipatory and 
still effective enactment, remains to be seen. It certainly seems 
strange that it should have been so long left disused if it promises 
ard Ls a gu which - Gordon otieiutes to it. We also doubt 
whether ice of directing the forfeiture of infringing goods 
will be i ye by the author’s dissertation on the emalbasbery 
origin of the practice. These topics, however, and others which are 
treated in the book, are well worthy of consideration and discussion, 
and we think the writer is to be congratulated on the able and 
scholarly way in which he has dealt with the subject he had proposed 
for himself, and on his collation of the various early reports of the 
arguments and decision in the great Case of Monopolies. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The County Courts Act, 1888, with Notes, Cases, Points of 
Practice, References to Orders, Rules, Forms, Fees, Table of Costs 
requiring Judge’s Allowance; also the Intestates’ Widows and 
Children Acts, and Chapters on Receiver, Injunction, and Discovery 
in Aid of Execution. By Epwin SHUTTLEWoRTH, Solicitor, Chief 
Clerk Birkenhead County Court. John Smith & Co. 


Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice Ridley, as the two junior judges, 
will be the Long Vacation judges, but we believe it has not yet been 
decided which of them will take the first half of the Vacation. 


It is understood, says the Westminster Gazette. that the first batch of 
Scotch Queen’s Counsel under the new régime will be created very shortly. 
Till now there have only been four or five Q.C.’s in Scotland—the law 
officers, ex-law officers, and the Dean of Faculty, whose names all a 
English rol]. Many of the senior members of the outer bar have 
always considered it a grievance that in the House of Lords they should 
eee ee ** silks,” and it was to remedy this and put 

two as far as possible on an equality that the recent c was 

ee See Se Ss ee r the 

of the Secretary for Scotland. About a dozen members of the 
Faculty of Advocates have applied for "! silk.”’ 





$$ 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 

Sir,—I cannot but think that there has been a lack of energy in 
opposing this Bill, with the result that support has been given to it 
in ignorance of its true effect. A well-known and able peer has 
recently been staying at my house on a visit, when I availed myself 
of the opportunity to discuss with him the Bill in question. He 
admitted at once that he had not gone into the matter at all care- 
fully, taking for granted that it was merely an Act to simplify the 
dealing with land, and that, as the Lord Chancellor introduced it, ha 
must know what was desirable, further adding that he would not 
have voted for the Bill had he known its effect. Herein I believe 
lies much of the basis for the support so ill-conceived a Bill has 
received. 

We know very well the career at the bar of the Lord Chancellor, 
and that no solicitor in his senses would ever have allowed him to 
settle an ordinary conveyancing draft because of his inability to do 
so correctly. Unfortunately the public generally do not know this, 
and the peers have blindly followed a lead. As to the so-called 
compromise made by the Incorporated Law Society, it is, in :ny 
opinion, a farce, and they have only got a stone and not bread. 

You, sir, have throughout been most logical and consistent in your 
opposition, and I do think that at the eleventh hour much good 
might yet be done by all solicitors who number M.P.’s amongst their 
clients at once seeing and enlightening them as to the true facts of 
the case. A Country SoLicrror. 

June 29, 





THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A client of ours is the owner of a freehold property which he 
has agreed to sell for £3,000. The bulk of it was purchased by his 
father in 1872 and had a registered title, and the conveyance to the 
father was duly registered. A small portion was registered after- 
wards. Since that time there have been several dealings with the 
property, of a family character, the documents effecting which have 
not been registered. Our client now finds that, before he can carry out 
the sale, he must get these documents registered, and to do so has to 
pay fees on a at the Land Registry Office amounting to 
upwards of £40. ides this, he will have to pay the expenses of 
complying with all the requirements of the Land Registry Office in 
respect of proof of the execution of the documents and otherwise in 
relation to them. He would remove the title from the registry, but 
‘cannot do so without first registering these documents. So much for 
the supposed advantages of a registered title. Soticrrors. 


London, June 26. 





THE LONG VACATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—As it has fallen to my lot to move the first resolution at the 
coming annual meeting of the Incorporated Law Society (in my 
individual capacity and in no way pledging my colleagues on the 
council), I may perhaps bé allowed to ask through the Press that the 
members will make an effort to be present in large numbers so as to 
express their opinions or record their votes. 

I do not think that I have been absent at any single London or 
country meeting these thirty years at which this question has been 
discussed, and I shall be prepared in the hall to give my reasons for 
venturing to say that the views of the profession have never been 
systematically obtained. As the April meeting expressed a deter- 
mination that we should really deal with the question next week, I 
trust that everybody will approach the point in the temperate manner 
which becomes us all where there is a bond fide difference on the part 
of those who have a claim to speak. 

It has been said in some directions that the motion standing in my 
name does not accord with m iously-expressed opinion. This 
is a mistake. I always argued in days gone by (when unrestrained 
by the delicacies of office I was a frequent correspondent in your 
columns) that the courts must be substantially closed while the bulk 
of the British public are holiday-making. My more immediate 
object in trespassing on your space now is to say that if those 
numerous friends and acquaintances who have in various parts of the 
kingdom given me the benefit of their verbal opinion, will, in case 
they cannot attend, confirm their views by letter, I will endeavour to 
make good use of their communications. 


Francis K, Munron. 
95A, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., June 30. 


July 3, 1897. 
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THE COMPULSORY SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 
[TJ'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—With respect to the new rule 1 of order 30, which makes it 
compulsory for a plaintiff to take out a summons for directions in 
every action, we should like to know what the course would 
be for a defendant to pursue who desires, as so often happens, to 
make an application either for particulars, time, &c., before summons 
for directions has been taken out by the plaintiff. 

58, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., June 29, J. & M. Sotomon. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8.J.] 


SAXLEHNER vo. APOLLINARIS CO, (LIM.) 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With reference to the case of Sazxlehner v. The Apollinaris 
Co. (Limited), recently decided by Mr. Justice Kekewich, and reported 
in your journal of the 13th of March, 1897, p. 331, we beg to enclose 
you herewith a copy of the judgment of Judge Lacombe, of the 
U. 8S. Circuit Court, Southern District of New York, in an action in 
which the facts were practically the same. It is of interest to note 
that Judge Lacombe came to the same conclusion as Mr. Justice 
Kekewich with reference to the red diamond mark, and we shall be 
glad if you could see your way to print the judgment in your next 
issue. JANsoNn, CopB, PEARSON & Co. 

41, Finsbury-circus, E.C., June 30. 


The following is the judgment referred to :— 
U.S. Circuit Court, Southern District of New York. 
EmiLtz SAXLEHNER (Complainant) v. Harry C. GRAEF AND 
ANOTHER (Agents of the Apollinaris Co.). 


Motion for preliminary injunction. 

LacoMBE, Circuit Judge.—Most of the questions which have been 
resented and argued on this motion may be best reserved for final 
earing. 

It will not be necessary to express any opinion as to whether laches 
or inaction has in any way impaired complainant's right to enjoin 
imitations of the unattractive, but peculiarly distinctive, label of dark 
blue and red, with the vignette of John Huniades, which has been 
the well-recognized livery in this country of the original Hunyadi 
Janos water for many years. For the purpose of this motion it will 
be assumed that complainant’s right to prevent the sale of other 
bitter waters in a dress calculated to deceive the public as to their 
identity with the Hunyadi Janos is entirely unimpaired. 

It appears that many years ago the markets of this country were 
flooded with dark blue and red labels lettered with variations of the 
name Hunyadi, ard calculated to deceive the public, At that time 
the Apollinaris Co. was the sole consignee of complainant’s prede- 
cessor, Andreas Saxlehner, in the United States. Said company 
urged Saxlebner to unite with it in suit to stop such infringe- 
ments, but he peremptorily refused. Thereupon the Apollinaris 
Co. adopted a distinctive badge of its own—to wit, a red 
diamond on a yellow ground, with the inscription “The Diamond 
is the trade-mark of the Apollinaris Co. (Limited), and is meant 
only to indicate that mineral waters so marked are sold by the 
Apollinaris Co. (Limited).” And so long as it continued to sell 
Saxlehner’s Hunyadi Janos water, it pasted its individual mark 


upon each bottle. It no longer sells Saxlehner’s Hunyadi Janos peter 


water, and it now affixes its individual red diamond label on another 
natural Hungarian aperient water which it now sells. Complainant 
has no right to this red diamond label, and her application for an 
injunction could be sustained only on the theory of unfair competi- 
tion. Of course, having handled the original Hunyadi Janos water 
80 long, and become well known as the exclusive importers of it into 
this country, the Apollinaris Co. when it took up another variety of 
water, was bound in good faith to the public to offer the new water 
in a dress so different as to challenge the attention of the purchaser 
to the fact that it was some other mineral water to which the red 
diamond label is now affixed. This has been done; the label of the 
‘“ Apenta ” water now sold by the Apollinaris Co. is totally unlike the 
old Hunyadi Janos labei ; it fully sustains the proposition, repeatedly 
laid down in this court, that when there isan honest effort to accentuate 
differences in labels and wrappers, there need be no confusion as to the 
identity of competing goods. Comparison is made with the later form 
of defendants’ label, which no longer contains the words “ Bottled at 
the Uj Hunyadi Springs.” Whether the continued use of the word 
*‘Hunyadi” after the sale of complainant’s water was discontinued 
was or was not proper, may appropriately be left for final hearing. 
Promptly upon the decision in the Renan tribunal that word dis- 
appeared from defendant’s labels, and when it is a question whether 
preliminary injunction shall issue, it is always appropriate to con- 
sider what it is which defendant threatens to ao if unrestrained. 


Should defendant hereafter and before final hearing resume the use 
of the word “‘ Hunyadi,” the question can then 


presented by a 


renewal of the motion. Meanwhile the motion for preliminary in- 
junction is denied. June 17, 1897. 

(Endorsed) Circuit Court of the United States, for the Southern 
District of New York. Emile Saxlehner v. Harry C. Graef and 
Another (Agents of the Apollinaris Co.). Opinion, Lacombe, J.— 
U.S. Circuit Court. Filed June 17th, 1897. John A. Shields, Clerk. . 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF KENT 
AND THE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL OF SANDGATE. No. 1. 
24th and 25th June. 

Locat Government—Sga-watt Apsorntnc AND Prorectrxe Marin Roan 

—Reparrs—LiaBiLiTy For. 


This was an ap from the judgment of Cave and Lawrance, JJ., 
sitting as a Divisional Court, on a ial case stated by an arbitrator. 
The case as stated was of a very | y nature, but the question raised 
was, in short, whether the county council or the Urban District Council 
was liable in respect of the maintenance and repair of a sea-wall adjoin- 
ing and protecting a main road running along the sea-front at Sandgate. 
The following facts, inter alia, were set ont in the case. There existed 
between the County Council of Kent and the Urban District Council of 
Sandgate a dispute as to the amount which should be paid by the count, 
council to the district council in respect of the maintenance and vopale 
and reasonable improvement connected with the maintenance and repair 
of the road runn from the centre of the e over the end of the 
military canal at Seabrook to the Fleur-de-Lis public-house at Sandgate, 
being the length of one mile, one ing, wt two yards, und being a 
main road within the meaning of the Government Act, 1888, 
during the four years ended on the 25th of March, 1893. The road, the 
subject cf the arbitration, was eo much of the road leading from Folke- 
stone to Hythe as was within the urban district of . The said 
road was an ancient highway, and was never at any time subject to any 
turnpike trust. In or abont the year 1844 a sea-wall was, pursuant to 
resolutions of the vestry of Cheriton, constructed by the surveyor of 
highways. Along the said wall (the object of building which was to put 
the said road in repair) and the filling at the back thereof a footway 12ft. 
in width was constructed, and such footway, as well us the said , Were 
kept in repair by the surveyor of ways for the parish of Cheriton 
until the year 1850, when the Sandgate Board constituted. Fro 
that year the footway and the road were kept in re by the local board 
or surveyor of highways. In 1867 the local repaired the footway 
for the purposes of a public promenade, and it has since been called ** The 
Esplanade,”’ and was kept in by the local board, and subsequently 
by the district council. In 1875 the sea-wall was widened by the local 
board. In April, 1883, the road was, on the beget the local 

, declared a main fa Ak mre: Byer in quarter sessions 
pursuant to section 15 of the Highways and Locomotives act, 1878. 
order of the justices did not in any way define or limit the 
road in of the width thereof or as including the esplanade or 
otherwise. that date until flie coming into operation of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, the quarter sessions paid one-half of the cost of 
the maintenance and repair of the road pursuant to section 13 of th 
an. 





oe eS ee Act, em Bie Ber Sans ney par Radbnrsnm Fn 
ers and du’ maintaining repairing the main 

Pheir district, and the county couneil thereupon became liable to contri- 
bute towards the su; of such road. The local board raised loans for 
the sea defences and built a new wall and groynes. In January, 1894, 
this new wall sustained le 

liabilities of the local board were transferred to the 


virtue of the Local Government Act, 1894. The 
before the arbitrator, from the coun’ at ee ee 


incurred by the local board for the years ended the 
1893, and 
board 
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Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., A. L. Surrn and Riory, L.JJ.) 
allowed the . 

Lord Esuzr, M.R.—In this case there was an ancient highway running 

Sandgate when it was a mere seaside village, and long before it 
became a well-known seaside resort, and probably there was a footpath 
on one or both sides of such road. When Sandgate became a wa’ g- 
place the inhabitants wanted to keep the sea from encroaching, and they 
acco ly built a rea-wall, and built it so as to make it not an ordi 
footpath but an esplanade. There still remained the highway, but the 
footway became an esplanade, fitted up for the delectation of visitors to 
this watering-place. It is absurd to suppose that the justices, when in 
1883 they declared the road to be a main road, intended the esplanade to 
be part of the highway, and that it should be maintainable by the county. 
That being so, no part of section 11 of the Local Government Act, 1888, 
has any application to this esplanade, and nearly the whole of the case 
of the ict coancil falls to the ground. It was, however, further con- 
tended that if there was a highway which it was necessary to protect from 
the sea, the district council could build a sea-wall and charge the county 
with the expense. In my opinion that is not so. If the inhabitants have 
built a sea-wall to protect the highway, or even land further in, they 
have done what they had no obligation to do. It has been clearly laid 
down that the inhabitants have no legal, obligation to protect a highway 
from the sea. If they choose to build a sea-wall for that purpose they 
cannot put the expenee on the county, nor can they charge the county 
with the se of repairing and maintaining such wall. I am of 
opinion that the district council have no claim in this case against the 
county, and that our decisions ought to be in favour of the county council, 
and j t must be so entered. 

A, L. Surrn and Ricsy, L.JJ,, delivered judgments to the same effect. 
A allowed.—Counse.. Macmorran, Q.C., and R. M. Bray ; Dickens, 
Q.C., R. C. Glen, and Brockman. Souictrors, Prior, Church, § Adams, for 
Warner § Turner ; Talbot § Tasker, for Brockmans. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


STEVENS v. GRIFFIN. No. 2. 29th June. 


Practice—Taxation or Costs—TaxatTion tn District Recistry—JvrRis- 
DICTION OF JuDGE—ORpDER FoR RETAXATION BEFORE TAXING-MASTER IN 
Lonpon — Grounps ror Makine such aN ORDER — QUESTION OF 
Primcip.e. 


Appeal from an order made by Bruce, J., at chambers, directing that 
such items in the defendant’s bill of costs as were mentioned in the 
objections carried in by the plaintiff should be referred to Master Butler for 


Tus Court (Linpiey and Currry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lupe, L.J., said: The question which arises in this case is a little 
unusual. It appears that the action was instituted in respect of a 
nuisance, and was commenced in the Chancery Division, but was after- 
wards transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division, and tried at Birming- 
ham. J t was given for the defendant with costs, and thereupon 
the defendant’s costs were taxed, in ordinary course, in the district 
registry. The plaintiff was dissatisfied with the registrar’s certificate, and 
he carried in — in writing to it. That taxing-master’s certificate 
has been twice before the registrar—I need not state the exact circum- 
stances—and he has given his reasons for adhering to his own view. 
Then the plaintiff went before Bruce, J., in chambers, upon his objections 
to the certificate, and Bruce, J., made the order under appeal, directing 
that the items in the defendant's bill of costs mentioned in the objections 
be referred to Master Butler for retaxation, and that the costs of the 
application be reserved. Thereupon the defendant appeals, upon the 
ground that the judge had no jurisdiction to make that order. It appears 
to me that we cannot go the length of saying the judge had no jurisdic- 
tion to do what he has done ; and of course if it is a matter of discretion 
we should not interfere with the exercise of his discretion. There are 
only two rules to which I think it is necessary for me to refer. The first 
is ord. 35, r. 4, which says: ‘‘ Where a cause or matter is proceeding in a 
district registry, all writs of execution,”’ and so forth, ‘‘ shall issue from 
the district registry, unless the court or a judge shall otherwise direct. 
Where final judgment is entered in the district registry, costs shall be 
taxed in such registry anless the court or a judge shall otherwise order.” 
Therefore an may be made to tax elsewhere even those costs which 
as a rule will be taxed in a district registry. Mr. Willoughby Williams 
contends that that rule must be construed rather narrowly, and that we 
cannot uphold an order for a retaxation of part of the costs where the 
whole has y been taxed in a district registry. I am not 

to put so narrow a construction upon the words I have read, and 
I do not see why under that rule, even if there were nothing else, the 
learned judge should not have jurisdiction to do what he has done. He 
has ** otherwise ordered ’’ as to the costs objected to. But then there is 
another rule even wider in its terms than ord. 35, r. 4. That is ord. 65, 
r. 27, sub-rule 41: ‘‘ Any party who may be dissatisfied with the certifi- 
cate or allocatur of the taxing officer, as to any item or part of an item 
which may have been objected to as aforesaid, may, within fourteen days 
from the of the certificate or allocatur, or such other time as the court 
or a judge, or taxing officer, at the time he signs his certificate or alloca- 
tur, may allow, apply to a judge at chambers for an order to review the 
taxation as to i of an item, and the judge may there- 
upon make such order as the j may think just.’”’ Well now, looking 
at that rule I cannot have any doubt Bruce, J., was justified in say- 
ing that, having regard to what he saw of the taxation by the if 
was not satisfied with it, and that he was not disposed to 
send the matter back to the same taxing officer. He was quite justified 
in saying thet, in the exercise of bis discretion, he should refer the taxa- 





tion to a 
greater skill in such business. We should not be warranted 
that a judge cannot do that. It appears to me, therefore, 
either of those two rules, or at any rate 
(41), the learned judge had ample discretion to 
made. That being so, I am not disposed to examin 
has exercised his discretion. We ought not to 
hands too tightly, though no doubt the general rule is that he should not 
interfere except on questions:ef principle. But if he sees that the taxing. 
master has taken an and erroneous view of the case, 


he says he is not satisfied with the taxation, and he therefore refers 
certain items for retaxation to a person of more skill and more ex ‘i 
The jurisdiction being in the learned judge it is impossible for us to 
review the mode in which he has exercised it. The appeal must therefore 
be dismissed with costs. 

Curry, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounsEL, Jelf, 
Q.C., and Willoughby Williams; Crump, QC, and C. Montague Lush, 
Soxrcrrors, Frith Needham, for James Clark, West Bromwich; Charles 
Robinson & Co., for William Waldron, Brierley Hill. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


DUKE v. WISDEN & CO. No.2. 29th June. l 


Practice—ParticuLakRs—MALIcIous AND FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATIONS 
as To Puarntirr’s Goops—ParticuLars or NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF 
Persons Decervep. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Pollock, B., who 
had ordered the plaintiffs to give particulars of the names and addresses 
of persons deceived by certain malicious and fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tions alleged to have been made by the defendants as to the plaintiffs’ 

For the plaintiffs it. was contended that the rule in libel and 
slander cases, requiring particulars to be given of the names and addresses 
of the persons to whom the libel or slander had been published, did not 
apply to cases like the present, and that the particulars were sought only 
for the purpose of enab the defendants to get the names and addresses 
of the witnesses whom the plaintiffs proposed to call in support of their 


case. 

Tue Court (Lixpiey and Currry, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said: I do not attach much importance to the question 
we have to decide, but it seems that the partiesdo. The action isa curious 
one. It is brought by Duke against Wisden & Co., and the cause of action 
alleged is that the defondants have fraudulently sold to various people 
inferior qualities of the plaintiffs’ own cricket-balls, which they have 
described as the best made by the plaintiffs, so that the plaintiffs’ best 
balls get a bad character, and the defendants push their own balls at the 

of the plaintiffs’. As a further charge it is alleged that the 
defendants bave stated that inferior qualities of cricket-ball were the best 
made by the plaintiffs; and.as a third charge that the defendants have 
stated that the plaintiffs’ balls are all hard and badly made and of inferior 
quality. The plaintiffs have, under an order made by Master Johnson, 
given some particulars, and I should have thought that these were 
sufficient for any reasonable persons. What are particulars wanted for? 
Only to prevent surprise ; to inform the other side of the case they have 
to meet, as distinguished from the mode in which that case is going to be 
proved. Now, in this case, can the defendants have been in the slightest 
doubt after the particulars already given—or even without them—what 
the case is which they have to meet? Itis no part of the plaintiffs’ case 
to shew who in particular was deceived-by-the def ts’ misrep . 
} ag faving segard to whet has alveat 
ey will, I su , obtain a verdict. Having rega wha 
rad done, it paw be said that the defendants want further partioulale 
and I think Mr. Lush is justified in saying that what they really want is 
to get the evidence by which the plaintiffs are going to establish their 
case. It seems to me, therefore, that the learned judge has gone too far. 
I will add that the practice as to particulars is even now greatly abused, 
though we have done the best we could to check the abuse. Particulars 
are asked for, often as a mere matter of course, just because it is known 
that the costs of them will be allowed. No doubt in proper cases par- 
ticulars are very useful and valuable ; but it is an entire mistake to talk 
of a right to particulars such as those here asked for. There may be 
reasons in libel and slander cases for requiring the plaintiff to give 

e names and addresses of the persons to whom the libel or slander is 
alleged to have been published ; but to require particulars when they are 
not wanted is a general practice by no means so obsolete as I hope it will 
soon be. The appeal must be allowed. 
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Curry, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsri, C. Mon- subject | 
tague Lush; Hon. Alfred Lyttelton. Sorscrrors, Grant, Boleraig, § Co, ; for the t 
Attree, Johnson, § Ward. accordin 

| Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | a 
PLANT v. BOURNE. No. 2. 24th June. ‘ be lawf 
Vanpor AND Purcuassr—AGreement ror Sate or Lanp—Speciric Psr- pence 

PORMANCE—PAaRcELS—UNcERTAINTY —SratuTz or Fravps—Extsinsic_ oF person 

EvimvEnce. trustee ” 

Appeal of the tiff from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported ante, p. suction ¢ 
406, and 45 W. R. 498). The vendor brought an action for specific per- to sell th 
feeseanen 6° es airing: anita agemmnases for the sale of made the pows 
between the plaintiff defendant, and signed by both parties. “An of the bu 
agreement made the 12th day of February, 1896, between Robert court by 
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Plant, of Putney, in the county of Surrey, gentleman, of the one 
and Robert Henry Bourne, of oye tly Aes Stafford, station” 
master, of the other part. The said Plant agrees to sell, and the 
said Robert Henry Bourne agrees to purchase, at the price of £5,000, 
twenty-four acres of land freehold, and all appurtenances thereto, at Tot- 
monslow, in the parish of Dracott, in the county of Stafford, and all the 
mines and minerals thereto appertaining; possession to be had on the 
95th of March next, the vendor guaranteeing ° 
The statement of claim alleged that the 
hold piece of land in Totmonslow containing 24a. Ir. 26p., with whic’ 
the defendant was well — = that = a — 
the agreement, on the same day, gone by ap) t over 
tiff and had carefully pA. oy At the trial 


no such!description or indication of the property as 
Statute of Frauds, and that extrinsic evidence could not be given to supply 
the want of description. Byrne, J., held that the memorandum of agrse- 
ment failed to satisfy the Statute of Frauds, and would not allow 
extrinsic evidence to be given; he consequently dismissed the action. 
Tus Court (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Currry, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Lrvotsy, L.J., said he was unable to take the same view as the learned 
judge had taken. The objection to the agreement was that it did not 
specify in terms to what twenty-four acres of land in Totmonslow it 
referred; the answer was that the plaintiff said he was at liberty to shew 
to what land it referred, and if he was at liberty to shew that, there was 
no difficulty. Byrne, J., held that such evidence could not be admitted. 
Conceding that parol evidence could be admitted, Byrne, J., had felt a 
difficulty in identifying this property. To what extent was that sound ? 
His lordship read the 4th section of the Statute of Frauds, and referred to 
the decision of Sir Wm. Grant in;Ogilvie v. Foljambe (3 Mer. 53, in 1817), 
and concluded that if parol evidence was once admitted to say what 
twenty-four acres were referred to, all difficulty would be removed. 
There was no ambiguity about it. The plaintiff had only one lot of 
twenty-four acres, and that was well known to Hoth parties. They had 
Sir Wm. Grant’s authority for the admission of the evidence, and that 
had been followed by the Court of Appeal in Shardlow v. Cotterell 
(30 W. R. 143, 20 Ch. D. 90). It would be simply splitting hairs and 
making a distinction without a difference if the court adopted the argu- 
ments put forward by the respondent’s counsel. The appeal must be 
allowed, and the costs of the appeal would be the plaintiff's in any 
t 


event. 
Lorzs, L.J., said that he could not distinguish this case in principle 
from Shardlow v. Cotterell (ubi supra), and in his opinion the learned 
judge was wrong and his decision must be reversed. 
Currry, L J., concurred. He thought the case was governed by the 
enunciated by Sir Wm. Grant in Ogilvie v. Foljambe (ubi supra). 
His lordship had had much experience in cases of this kind, and had never 
heard those principles questioned. The case wus also governed by the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Shardlow v. Cotterell (ubi supra). The 
statute only required a memorandum in writing, to be construed in a 
reasonable way. By the ordinary fairrules of construction there was no 
ambiguity at all. His lordship was unable to understand the argument 
| that the plaintiff was not selling hisown; it meant that he was selling 
the twenty-four acres that they had been looking at, and Ais twenty-four 
|, acres. It would be an injustice to hold that the contract was ambiguous, 
\\ because neither the word ‘‘my’’ was inserted, nor the definite article. 
There would be no variation of the contract nor any of the evils arising 
from fraud and perjury by the admission of the evidence. Appeal 
allowed.—CounseL, Eve, Q.C., and J. Rolt; Astbury, Q.C., and A. J. 
Chitty. Soticrrors, Vizard ¢ Monk Smith; Pitman § Sons, for F. W. 
Bayley, Newcastle, Staffordshire. 


| Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re RUMNEY AND SMITH’S CONTRACT. “No. 2. 28th June. 


Venpor AnD PurcnassR—Bviipinc Soctrrety—Mortcacr—Power or SaLte— 
Save py TRANSFERER, 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (reported ante, p. 424), 
and raised two questions—first, whether a mi to a building society 
was transferable at all; and secondly, whether the power of sale in such 
& mortgage, assuming that it was transferable, could be exercised by the 
transferee. The facts were as follow: The appellant Rumney was the 
transferee of a mo dated the 2nd of October, 1879, and made in 
favour of the trustees of the Wilts and Western Benefit Building Society. 
The mortgage was tosecure the sum of £200, and was made by a member 
ofthe building society. The hereditaments on which this sum was secured 
was granted unto and to the use of the trustees, their heirs and assigns, 
subject to a proviso for redemption on payment to the trustees or trustee 
for the time being of the said society, or other the person or persons who, 
according to the rules of the society, should from time to time be 
authorized to receive the same. And it was also that in case of 
such default on the part of the mortgagor as therein mentioned it should 
be lawful for ‘‘the trustees or trustee for thée"time being 
society to sell the mortgaged premises. And the receipt in writing of the 
trustees or trustee for the time being of the said society or of the persons 
or person who for the time being should assume to act as such trustees or 
trustee’ was to be an effectual discharge to a purchaser. At a sale 
suction on the 26th of August, 1896, Rumney, as mortgagee, con 
to sell the mortgaged premises to Smith. An objection was taken that 
the power of sale was exerciseable exclusively by the trustees or trustee 
of the building society, and the matter ha’ been brought before the 
court by a summons under the Vendor and haser Act, Stirling, J:, 





of the said | The 


without deciding anything as to the validity of the transfer, held that the 

tt was settled law that or 
trusts for sale could only be exercised by the person for the 
in the instrument which created such trast or power. The 


Tun Cccnt (Laxpray, Lorzs, and Carrry, L.JJ.) dismissed the . 
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the t is valid Se > Sn eee as 
it appears to me to be one which But without 
in any way laying it down asa proposition of law that a transfer 


an 
think it would be mercer fo authorities to say that the power in the 


resent case can be execu an assignee. 
. Lopgs and Curry, 153. olivened judgments os the same effect.— 


Counsst, Hastings, Q.C., and 3B. Ford; Buckley, Q.C. 
crrors, Howard ‘Rumney, for Mann § Rodway, Trowbr 


§ Moon. 
{Reported by J. I. Stinure, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BARNETT v. WHITE and WHITE v. BARNETT. North, J. 25th June. 
Mortoacer—Recetver—Lessor’s Ricut Tro Insprcrion. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, the mortgagee of certain collieries, 
for the appointment of a receiver. The defendants had a cross motion for 


personal objection to the persons 
the colliery, and that at the time the lease 
verbally promised not to employ those particular persons to inspect. 
The defendants alleged that the plaintiff was making use 
tion as mortgagee to prevent anyone else 

Nort, J., thought that the Plaintiff was entitled to the ap 
a receiver, and that the defendants were entitled to inspect the 
Counsst, Macnaghten, Q.C., and Gurdon ; Swinfen Eady, Q.0., 
Soxicrrors, Baker Lees, and Postlethwaite; F. Brooke. 

[Reported by G. B. Haurirox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re FRIEND. FRIEND v. YOUNG. Stirling, J. 12th, 16th March, 2nd, 
3rd, 6th April, and 26th "June. 


Partnersnie — Lianmiry or Estarg or Deap Partner ror Goons 
Orperep Berrore sur Detiverrp arrer His Deatx—Srarvre or 
Loorations—Megrcuant anp Factorn—Finuctany Re.ation—Acknow- 
LEDGMENT BY Dgpror—APPROPRIATION BY CREDITOR. 


This wes an action for the administration of the estate of Frederick 
Friend, who died the 7th of January, 1895. The testator carried on 
business as a merchant and commission t in partnership with his son 
Wn. B. Friend, under the style of & Oo. At the time of his death — 
the partnership appears to have been one at will, and was continued by 


the son as surviving partner under the samestyle. Prior to the testator’s 
death Friend & Co. were employed as commission agents by Eastwood & 
Co. The business transactions consisted in part of ts made 
by Eastwood & Co. to Friend & Co., and in part of sales by East- 
wood & Oo. to third parties through the agency of Friend & these 
latter transactions Eastwood & Oo. used to send the goods which formed 
the subject of the sales to Kent 6 O.. outa Be ee 
and received the purchase-money, for which they accounted to wood & 
Co., dedu their commission. On'the 5th of February, 1896, East- 
wood & Co. coasvennl Yulguant ARSE See St eS aoa 
Sent Sa. only) for £579 10s. 4d., a balance then due 
to min res 
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by the Partnership Act, 1890, and that at the time of the 
s death the partnerahip had incurred an obligation in respect of 
the estate of deceased partner was liable under section 9 of 
Act. No portion of the debt was actually incurred during the 
partnership. I should be unwilling to read the word “ obligations’’ in 
that section in such a way as to throw on the estate of a deceased partner 
obligations which would have been inadmissible prior to the Act. It is 
true that it may be that the Act amends the law to the extent of conferring 
on Se gman creditors a legal remedy where before they had only an 
eq le remedy. But I must first inquire whether the obligation was 
incurred while the testator was a partner, and if so what was the nature of 
the on. If you strip off the details of the arrangement between 
Friend & Co. and Eastwood & Co., it comes to this, there was a contract 
that Eastwood & Co. as principals should employ Friend & Co. as agents 
to receive , deal with them in a certain way, and receive the proceeds 
of sale. fore it was a contract of agency. The testator’s death 
terminated the partnership before the agency began and, as it seems to me, 
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the-fact-they-might have refused to send goods to the surviving partner 
(Tasker v. Shepherd, 9 W. R. 476, 6 H. & N. 575). Under these 
circumstances it seems to me that no obligation was incurred by the 
estate of the deceased partner. 

As to the remaining items the facts were as follow: On the 29th of 
August, 1894, Eastwood & Co. sent a letter inclosing a statement of 
account between the two firms shewing a balance due to Eastwood & Co. 
of £4946s.4d. This was arrived at by debiting Frederick Friend & Co. first 
with a series of items which on the face of the account had become due 
within six years from the date when the account was sent; then came 
this entry: ‘‘ Consignment account. Your balance as shewn by you, 
£504 14s. 2d., plus cash deducted (see explanation), £84 5s. 94.— 
£588 19s. 11d.” This with the — items made up a total debit of 
£1,236 6s. 8d. On the other side were credited various sums including 
**Commission account as per statement annexed.” At the foot of the 
annexed statement were these words, ‘‘ N.B.—Do you agree our figures ?”’ 
And on one of the audited items is appended the remark, ‘‘ You will 
understand by our letter that we do not agree all these figures.”” The 
items under the heading “‘ consignment account’’ constitute the balance 
claimed in respect of consignments less £300. All the items making up 
the consignment account were in August, 1894, statute-barred with the 

of two under date the 5th of March, 1889, of £31 5s., and 
£29 6s. 3d., making together £60 11s. 3d. On the 12th of September, 
1894, Eastwood & Co. wrote to F. Friend & Co. : ‘‘ Dear Sirs,— Will you 
kindly make a point of sending a cheque for £400 to-morrow (Thursday), 
and very greatly oblige—Yours faithfully, Eastwood & Co.”” On the 13th 
of September, 1894, F. Friend & Co. replied as follows: ‘‘ Dear Sirs,— 
Enclosed we beg to hand you a cheque for £300 om account, and we will 
it posable” examine statement next week and close up the affair altogether 

Src, J.—As to some of the remaining items the defence of the 
Statute of Limitations is set up. It was contended that the statute 
is no bar by reason of the fiduciary relation existing between the parties. 
Accounts between merchant and merchant, their servants and factors, 
were excepted from the operation of 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, s. 3, and according 
to Cotham v. Partridge (4 Man. & G. 271) this exception covered actions of 
account between a merchant and a factor. This exception was repealed 
by the Mercantile Law Amendment Act,s.9. This enactment consti- 


factor. The effect of this enactment as regards suits in equity was con- 
sidered in x v. Gye (5 L. R. H. L. 656), and the general principle 
stated by Lo Westt » at p. 674. Here there is no question that the 
courts of law have concurrent jurisdiction with regard to such a claim as 
this, and a court of equity ought therefore to give effect to any bar 
created by statute which would be available at law. In ordinary cases of 


o by a fi half of his client the Statute of Limita- 

tone constitutes a i: ‘Re Hindmarsh (8 W. R. 203, 1 Dr. & Sm. 129. 
Reliance was p’ on Soar v. Ashwell (42 W. R. 165; 1893, 2 Q, B. 390), 
it there the plaintiffs’ claim was such as could only be asserted at equity, 
Burdick v. Garrick (18 W. R. 387, 5 Ch. App. 233) was also relied on, 
that case was commented on in Watson v. Woodman (24 W. R. 47, 20 
- 271). I think therefore the existence of a fiduciary relation does no 
the defence of the statute being set 4 in this case. Now comes 
uestion of the effect of the payment on the 13th of September, 1894, 
£300 which was placed by Eastwood & Co. to the credit of the 
tt account. According to the authority of Mills v. Fowkes (5 
. 455), Nash v. Hodgson (6 D. M. G. 474), and Walker v. Butler 
- 506) I am bound to hold that the appropriation by East- 
. of the £300 to the consignment account did not operate to take 
f the statute, but 1 must consider also the intention of 
making the payment. Now, looking at all the circum- 
particular having regard to the letter of the 13th of 
I think that the payment amounts to an acknowledg- 
& Co. that there was pending between them and East- 
account relating to the sev items mentioned in the 
, including the ent account on which a balance 
300 would prove to be payable, and that there ought to be 
to pay that balance when ascertained. This view is 

by Kay, J., with reference to an acknowledgment 
idge (29 W. R. 844,18 Ch. D. 374). Thendo Mills v. 
Y . Hodgson bind me to hold that the defence of the 
must ? I think these two cases are distinguishable, and 
the ts are entitled to prove in ct of the items in the 
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account. Then, afterthe testator’s death £100 was paid to 
& Co. by Wm. Beauchamp Friend. Credit is given for this, 


=: 


te coak t0 appropelate it to those items in respect of 
s estate is not liable. The general rule is that o 


but the 
which the 
where a debtor does not make an appropriation a creditor may ; and he © 
has the option of such appropriation ‘till phe, last moment,” ; 
certainly until he communicates the appropriation to the debtor (Simpay j- 
v. Ingham, 2 B, & Or. 65), or an action (Mills v. Fowkes), or ual 
the case comes before a j see Philpott v. Jones (2 Ad. & Ell. 41, atp, 
44). Here, however, applicants are too late, and cannot make 
the appropriation which they seek to do.—CounskEt, Grosvenor Woods, QO., 
and Tr Mathew ; G. Hastings, Q.0., and E. Le Riche. Sotctrons, H, P 
Davies ; Sims ¢ Syms. 
[Reported by J. I. Sriatixc, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


HARRIS », COUNTY COUNCIL OF NORTHAMPTONSHIRE. Byrne, J. 
28th May. 


Hichway—Mais Roap—Covuntry Covnor — Onstructions—Powrr 
ove—Locat Government Act, 1888, s. 11. 


This was an action to restrain the defendants from removing alleged 
obstructions upon two highways, one leading from Northampton to New. 
Pagnell, the other from Northampton to Stony Stratford. These 
hways were ancient turnpike roads, and they been set out by the 
commissioners under the Wootten Enclosure Act in 1779 as of the width 
of sixty feet. At the same time the commissioners awarded to John 
Harris, the predecessor in title of the plaintiff, who was lord of the manor 
of Wootten, a triangular piece of land |! between the said two high. 
ways where they forked out from one another, called ‘‘ Kirby Hedges.” 
John Harris hedged in this allotment, leaving the roads sixty feet wide, 
and leaving also a narrow strip in addition outside the hedge. Only a 
part of the roads was metalled, and up to 1856 or 1857 the whole of the 
on the sides was used by the bao for passage and for horses, 
cattle, and sheep. In the year 1856 or 1857 the predecessor of the plain. 
tiff destroyed the old hedge and ditch and made new ones, which 
enclosed parts of the roads. ‘Trees were planted upon the land enclosed 
and all traffic stopped over it. Prior to 1878 the roads ceased to be tarn- 
pike roads, and became main roads under the Highways and Locomotives 
(Amendment) Act, 1878. Shortly before the action the defendants 
notice to the plaintiff that unless he removed his fences on the in 
question they would remove them themselves. Thereupon the plaintiff 
brought this action. The questions raised at the trial were (1) whether 
the enclosed land alongside the roads was part of the highways or not? 
and (2) whether, if such was the case, the county council were entitled 
forcibly to remove the obstructions ? 

Breng, J., gave judgment in favour of the defendants. The presump- 
tion was, and the evidence shewed that, as regards the narrow strip out- 
side the original hedge of ‘‘ Kirby Hedges,’’ it had been dedicated to the 
use of the public. The council had power to remove the obstruction: 
upon the roads whether the soil was vested in them or not, and whether 

ey eS ee ee to be regarded as a roadside 
waste ornot. They that power under the Local Government Act, 
1888 ; and, apart from that Act they had such power upon the pri 
laid down in Bagshaw v. Buxt ocal Board of Health (24 W. R. 231,1 
Ch. D. 220); and as regards the sixty feet width of the road the cased 
Turner v. Ringwood Highway Board (18 W. R. 424, L. R. 9 Eq. 418) shewed 
that the council were entitled to preserve the whole of the road, and not 
merely the via trita, free from obstructions. It had been argued that the 
power of the council to remove obstructions under the Local Government 
Act, 1888, s. 11, was limited to those first created after the council came 
into existence, and also that section = of = — a Act be 
not justify taking down a hedge after the of the person 
oui it, because he alone was liable to the penalty imposed by that 
section. His lordship did not accede to either of these vie ws.—OCovunsal, 
Jelf, Q.C., and Willis Bund ; Macmorran, Q.C., and Upjohn. Sotictrons, 
Williamson, Hill, $ Co. ; Samuel Price ¢ Sons, for H. P. Markham, North: 
ampton. 





[Reported by Nevitiz Tessutt, Barrister-at-Law. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 


Amount acknowledged last week . 
Peard & Son, 13, Sise-lane, E.C. . a 4 : : 
Pears, Ellis, & Pears, 8, Sackville-street, W. . : - ° ae 
Bevan & King, 40, Chancery-lane, W.C. . 3 p : 
Jas. ya emeraghag Natnyetmery SS See oe, ; 
Cc. J. 8. , 1, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. . : 

tipkiastone Stone, Billiter-square-buildings, E.C. 


Williamson, Hill, & Co, 13, Sherborne-lane, E.C. 

Chas. Butcher, 30, Wood-street, Cheapside, E.C. 

Wilde, Moore, & Wigston, 21, College-hill, E.C. 

Rd. H. Greenbank, 10, Serjeants’-inn, E.C. . 

J. M. Quicke, 11, St. Thomas’-street,5.E. 

Elcum & Lemon, 13, Bedford-row, W.C. : : . 
Jno. Taylor & Son, 14, Gt. James-street, Bedford-row, W.O. 
Francis Howse, 3, Abchurch-yard, E.C. . - ‘ : ‘ 
Edward E. Greenwell, 36, Lime-street, E.C. 
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Chas. Stone, 5, Finsbury-cirous,E.C... . - . . 
Ford, Lioyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, 38, Bloomsbury-sq., W.C. 


eo 
— 





The 
the so1 
Colleg: 
1841, | 
law in 
Membe 


Mr. z 
Inner 1 

Mr. \ 
ter, in | 

Mr. ‘ 
been a 
Angles 
sion 


to 
admitte 


a Com 
Februa 


Hi 








ict did 
yn who 
ry that 
U NSEL, 
CITORS, 
North. 


@ececeqoceoeorveccoooeooceces 





— 


St Ot ST Ot tt BD SD Ol bn OS or te Ct 2 F 





_July 3, 1897. 


It is stated that Lord Justice Lopes will take the title of Lord 
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Starling & Wright, 9, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. 110 
Christopher Moorhouse, Manchester f ‘ 5 > ‘ oe ae 

Broughton, Nocton, & Broughton, 12, Great Marlborough- 
street, W. P ‘ ; ; ‘ 4 A . fs ‘gon We 
G. R. O. Holberton, Plymouth 2.8 
£7,498 10 6 





GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


Ata meeting of the General Council of the Bar held yesterday the 
following gentlemen were appointed officers for the ensuing year: Mr. 
H. H. Cozens-Hardy, QC., M.P. (chairman), Mr. A. M. Channell (vice- 
chairman), and Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme (treasurer), and the following 
gentlemen were appointed additional members of the Council: Mr. C. M. 
Warmington, Q.C., Mr. J. P. Aspinall, Q.C., Sir H. Elphinstone, Bart., 
Mr. J. E. H. Benn, and Mr. H. L. Stephen. 

The following Standing Committees were also appointed : 

The Executive Committee.— The Chairman, the Vice-Chairman, Mr. 
Wn. Pickford, Q.C.. Mr. Vernon R. Smith, Q.C., Mr. William Graham, 
Mr. T. T. Methold, Lord Robert Cecil. 

The Committee on Matters relating to Professional Conduct.—The Chairman, 
the Vice-Chairman, Mr. F. A. Bosanquet, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
Mr. O. L. Clare, M.P., Mr. C. F. Gill, Mr. H. D. Bonsey, Mr. R. F. 
Norton, Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson. 

The Committee on the Buviness and Procedure of the Courts.—The Chairman, 
the Vice-Chairman. Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C., Mr. F.O. Crump, 
Q.C., Mr. G. Pitt-Lewis, Q.C., Mr. C. Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Mr. C. A. 
Russell, Q.C., Mr. English Harrison, Mr. Walter B. Lindley. 

The Committee on Court Buildings.—The Chairman, the Vice-Chairman, 
Mr. C. M. Warmington, Q.C., Mr. E. L. Levett, Q.C., Mr. H. Bargrave 
Deane, Q.C., Mr. J. Scott Fox, Mr. J. E. H. Benn, Mr. Guy Stephenson. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Sir Joun Smon, Serjeant-at-Law. He was 
the son of Mr. Isaac Simon, of Jamaica, and was educated at University 
College, London. He graduated LL.B. of the University of London in 
1841, and was called to the bar in 1842. He was made a serjeant-at- 
law in 1864, and in 1868 be received a patent of precedence. He was 
Member of Parliament for Dewsbury from 1868 to 1888, and in 1886 he 
was knighted. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. A. J. Ram, Recorder of Hanley, has been elected a Bencher of the 
Inner Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Poole, Q.C. 


Mr. W. Buaxe Onogrs, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of Winches- 
ter, in place of Mr. E. J. Castle, Q.C., appointed Recorder of Bristol. 

Mr, Wu11am Tuornfon Jonzs, solicitor, of Beaumaris and Bangor. has 
been appointed Kegistrar and High Bailiff of the County Court of 
Anglesey, holden at Llangefni, Holyhead, and Menai Bridge, in succes- 
sion to the late Mr. Griffith Davies Dew. Mr. Thornton Jones was 
admitted in 1884. 

Mr. Joun Grorcz Jackson, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. Mr. Jackson was admitted in 


February, 1891. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1sso.vurions. 
Percy Cuartes Harvey and Watrer Hamiyn Spgep, solicitors 


(Harvey & Speed), 1, Clement’s-inn, and 160, Dashwood House, London, 
until recently under the style or firm of Speed & Harvey, 13, St. Peter’s- 
gate, Nottingham. June 24. [ Gazette, June 25. 

Mr. Lewis Warp and Mr. Artuur Grorce Carrutuers, who have 
practised as solicitors at Liverpool, under the firm of Toulmin Ward & 
Carruthers, have dissolved partnership. The former will continue the 
practice under the same style. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


_ Joun Biore.—Solicitors or others having the custody of deeds belong- 
ing to the late John Blore, of Brompton, are requested to communicate 
with Plunkett & Leader, solicitors, 60, St. Paul’s-churchyard, London. 





GENERAL. 


Heywood. 

In consequence of ro many of the judges being absent on circuit, while 
others are engaged attending social functions in connection with the 
Jubilee festivities, the annual whitebait dinner at Greenwich, which was 

have taken place on Tuesday, was abandoned. 

The president, the vice-president, and council cf the Incorporated Law 
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A ball was given on the 25th ult. by the treasurer (Mr. Mattinson, Q.C. 
and the Masters of fe tek ee Society of Gray’s-inn. 
Several of the Colonial premiers ud were present. hall 
was beautifully decorated with roses. T l is the first which has 
taken place at Gray’s-inn since 1597. 

In honour of the Jubilee year the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers propose 
to have a parade of their honorary members, who have been active 
members of the corps, at their , which will take place in the 
Inner Temple-gardens to-day (Saturday, the 3rd of July), at 4 o'clock. 
Lord Justice Chitty is expected to command the parade. 

The benchers of Gray’s-inn have awarded to Mr. H. Gunn the 
** Bacon’ Scholarship of £45 per annum, tenable for two years; to Mr. 
A. Sully the ‘‘ Holt” Scholarship of £40 annum, tenable for two 
yeers; to Mr. 8. C. Goodman the “ Lee”’ of £25; and a prize of 
£50 to Mr. A. K. Donald, who obtained a certificate of honour at the 
Trinity 1897 Honour Examination of the Council of Legal Education. 


Statistics as to new loaps and companies show, says the Westminster 
Gazette, that the past six months have been a little less prolific of offers of 
new capital to the public than the first balf of 1896, although the amount 
offered has largely exceeded that recorded for many previous half-years. 
The figure for the past half-year is close upon 77 m eterling, com- 
pared with 79} millions in the first, half of 1896, 52 millions in 1895, 31 
millions in 1894, 23} millions in 1893, and 59 millions in 1892. 


On Wednesday last, says the Zimes, being the ‘‘call night”’ of Trinity 
Term at the four Inns of Court, no fewer than ninety-five law students 
became barristers. Of this number thirty belong to the Middle Temple, 
twenty-nine to the Inner Temple, twenty-seven to Lincoln’s-inn, and 
nine to Gray’s-inn. About twenty-five of the foregoing are Indian and 
Colonial students, which is a larger proportion than has yet been known 
to come up for ‘‘ call’’ at one term. 


The 28th ult. being the grand day of Trinity Term, the treasurer (Mr. 
Mattinson, Q.C.) and Masters of the Bench of the Honourable of 
Gray’s-inn entertained at dinner the following guests, namely : 

t Hon. Sir J. H. De Villiers, K.C.M.G., Chief Justice of the Cape of 

Good Hope; the eS Sydney; the t Hon. 8. J. Way, Ohief 
Justice of South Aust ; the Right Hon. Sir Arthur Forwood, Bart. ; 
the Right Hon. W. E. Lecky, M.P.; Mr. Justice Mathew; Mr. Justice 
Barnes; the Right Hon. Sir Henry Strong, Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the Dominion of Canada; Sir Edward O’Malley, Chief Justice 
of British Guiana; Sir John Bonser, Chief Justice of Ceylon; Sir Comer 
Petheram, late Chief Justice of Tonga ; Sir William Rattigan; Sir 
James Vaughan ; Sir F. Saunders, K.C.M.G., Treasurer of Ceylon; Mr. 
Chauncey Depew; Mr. W. R. M’Connell, Q.C., Chairman of the weapon | 
of London Sessions ; Mr. Walker, High Master of St. Paul’s Schools ; 
Mr. Chancellor Ferguson. The Masters of the Bench in addition 
to the treasurer, were Lord Watson, Lord Shand, Mr. Hugh Shield, Q.C., 
Mr. James Shiel, Mr. Arthur Beetham, Mr. John Rose, Mr. M an, 
Q.C., Mr. Lewis Coward, Mr. Fleming, Q.C., Mr. Stuart 4 
Mr. Lush, Mr. Dicey, C.B., and Mr. Barnard, and the Rev. J. H. 
Lupton, D.D. 

The late Mr. Joseph Travers Smith, solicitor, to whose munificent gift 
for oj eaten ¢ ealioten eae n we viting uy ae oe 
queat picture by George land, ‘‘ Rabbiting,’ ationa 
Gallery, and a silver tankard and ancient H alms dish to the 
Fishmongers’ Company, and also ueathed the following charitable 
legacies: The London Hospital, W pel-road, St. Thomas’s Hos- 
pital, and Guy’s —. £1,000 each; the St. George’s Hospital, 
Hyde-park-corner, ; the Royal Free Hospital, Gray’s-inn-road, 
£500 ; Queen Charlotte’s Hospital, 1 - the Lock Hospital, 
Westbourne-green, Harrow-road, the Surgical Aid Society, Salisbury- 
equare, the Ophthalmic Hospital, Blomfield-street, Moorfields, the Railway 
Benevolent Institution, -street, the London and South-Western 
Railway Widowe’ and Orp Benefit Society, the London Philanthro; 
Society, Ironmonger-lane, the tan Drinking Fountaine Associa- 


tion, Victoria-street, the Cabmens 
Sisters of the Poor,” St. Peter’s House, South Lambeth, the 
-cross, £100 each ; to the Mansion- 
Offices’ Poor Boxes the 


Prisoner’s Aid Society, 
Guildhall. and Bow-street P 
each ; and to the other London and Metropolitan Police 
Boxes the sum of £25 each. 

Among the so-called thirty-day bills which Governor 
York, — after the final adjournment of the legislature, 
Albany Law Journal, one introduced by Senator 
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gave a ball at their hall in Ohancery-lane on Wednesday night, 
in celebration of the sixtieth year of Her Majesty’s reign, when a con- 

e number of legal gentlemen and their friends assem! 

to the occasion. 


: 
i 
: 
fk 
i 


i 
if 
| 
; 
i 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


__July 3, 1897, © 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reotsrrars tx ATTENDANCE oN 


Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. STreuine. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward 
Jackson King Pemberton 
Carrington Farmer 
Jackson King Pemberton 
Carrington Farmer Ward 
bs} King Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewica. Romen. Bragg. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Pugh Mr. Rolt 
Leach Lavie 
Beal Pugh Rolt 
Leach Lavie Godfrey 
Beal Pugh Rolt 
Leach Lavie Godfrey 








The Corporation of London give notice that they will be prepared to 
receive on the 6tb of July, at the Bank of England, tenders for £1,250,000 
2} per cent. Debenture stock. The money is required for providing for 
the discharge of a portion of the bonded debt of the Corporation, and 
converting the same into Debenture stock. The minimum price of issue 
is fixed at 101 percent. The Corporation reserve to themselves the right 
in 1927 to redeem the stock at par. If not previously redeemed it will be 
redeemed at par in 1957. 





Warnine To wrenpinc Hovss Purcuasers anp Lessess.—Before pur- 

chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 

ed, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 

Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 7.—Messrs. Dovetas, Younc, & Co., at the Great Hall, Winchester House, Old 
Broad-street, Important Liberator Estates in Chingford, Romford, Tilbury, Norbury, 
Cla licitors, Messrs. Linklater, Addison, Brown, & Jones; Messrs. 

; and Messrs. Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, allof London. (ee 

ent, June 19, p. 4.) 

July 8.—Mesars. Beaprt, Woov, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Choice Freehold Resi- 
dential and Sporting Domain in Norfolk, comprising well-appointed mansion and 
5,946 acres of land. Solicitors, Messrs. Farrer & Co., of London, and W. T. Hartcup, 
Esq., of Norwich. 

July 8.—Mesers. Beavet, Woov, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Part Copy- 
hold Estate in Suffolk, comprising about 2,937 acres, Residential and Sporting, with 

Hall, 7 Farms, Cottages, &c. (See advertisement, June a 3.) 

July 9.—Mr. J. W. Kemsiey, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Building Estate of 114 
acres, situated at Ilford. Solicitors, Messrs, T. & F. P. Baddeley, of London. (See 
advertisement, June 19, p. 4.) 

Sate or Reversioxs axp Lire Poticriss. 
Mesars. H. E. Foster & Craxrrevo held their usual fortnightly sale of thes: Interests 
on Thursday last, at the Mart, E.C., the total realized being £21,590. The following 
were the Lots sold : — 


REV TONS: 
Absolute to one-fourth of £4,000; life 69 ... ooo an «» Sold £670 
To £13,000, represented by India Stock, &c.; lives54 and30  ,, 4,050 
Absolute to a moiety of £2,984 Caledonian Railway Co. 4 per 
eent. Debenture Stock and £500 invested on Mortgage on 
Notting-hill Freeholds ; life 54 ... aA aw pak sini $e 810 
Absolute to ighth of £15,000 ; life 65... a % 900 
Absolute to one-ninth of £33,998, to one-ninth of £30,205, to 
one-third of £47,452, to one-third of £9,059, to one-third of 
£777, to one-third of £6,772. All invested in Railway 
‘ ie oe eos oe ove * 12,250 


MORTGAGE DEBT of £295 ~~ oO $20 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 


For £2,009 ; life 68 Weta Ac aanies « bres > abe a" 1,890 
For £500 ; life 57... wa * : = . ; jie & 200 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetle.—Faivay, June 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep tm CHANcErr. 

Daxtor Coxsouipatev Laxp axv Gop Trust, Linrrzp—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 19, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Herbert Henry Rushton, 19, Basinghall st. Marriott & Conder, 11, Old 
a chbrs, solors to liquidator 

Sourn Swazte.axpv Gop awp Exrtorariow Co, Limirep—By an order made by Vaughan 
Williams, J., dated Monday, May 28, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the company be continued. & Co, 21, Copthall avenue, Moorgate st, solors for 


Vax Rrx Norrs ae 1 Swe Co.. Lamirep Oy Sassen —Creditors 
are required, on or lore 16, to send their names an particulars 
< thels Gchte or ciniena, to Biuast Jeunes Hogg, 18, St Swithin’s lane 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Covar ene Axcteyt Onver or Forsstrens, Boot and Shoe Inn, Greystoke, Cmbrid. 
W azxuam Fatexpiy Society, Sussex Oaks Inn, Warnham, Horsham, Sussex. June 16 
London Gasette.—Turspay, June 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurep om Cuancery. 


Gsonaiax Syevicats, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Tuly 20. to send thelr names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Regd. H. Clench, 23, Leadenhall st 


1 eme 
ome 














2, it was ordered that the vol Sp 2 Se nor So eee Wi 
cock & Co, 15, Bloomsbury “4 agents for Smith, Birmingham, solor for company 
Hove Gazette anp Sussex Recorver, Liatrev —Creditors are required, on or 
Aug 9, to send their names and and particulars 
F. G. Clark, 56, Ship st, Brighton F 
Ino Synpicats, Lo«rrap—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 9, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims. to Arthur Goddard and Thomas 


William Ridgway, St George’s House, Eastcheap. Ingle & Co, 20, Threadneedle, 


solors for liquidators 

Lake Carey Coxsonipatep Gop Mrxixo Co, Liairep—Petn for winding up, presentes 
June 26, directed to be heard on a July 7. Leviansky, 69, Coleman st, solor 
for potuer. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of July 6 

Perrection Fiovur Co, Liurrep—Creditors are sae, on or before Aug 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Joha Durie Kerr, of 
Herald cbbrs, Martineau st, Birmingham. Maples & Co, 6, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry, 
solors for liquidator ” 

Rurrix & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding mp. peveaeees. June 26, directed to be hea 
on July 7. Parkes, 92, Chancery lane, solor for petners. Notice of appearing mug 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 6 

Wootrrr Brick anp Tite Co, Liwrrep— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 10, ty 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward zB 


Price, 99, Cheapside 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Friexoty Socigry, at Mr Robert Lee’s, Prickwillow, Ely, Cambs. June 23 
Hottixeworts Conservative Civs, 115, Market st, Hollingworth, Chester. June 93 
af ay Lopce Faisxpty Sociery, Queen’s Head Inn, Boldon Colliery, Durham, 
une 23 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, June 15. 


Witutams, Joux, Harlech, Merioneth, retired Master Mariner 
Williams, Romer, J Roberts, Bangor 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 18, 
Avcock, Lyp1a, Leamington July31 Adcock v Adcock, Stirling, J Large, Leamington 
Pocock, Wiit1am Epwakp, Tilehurst, nr Reading, Builder July 16 Lewis Brothersy 
Pocock, J . ing 
Strona, Cuartes, Wonford Lunatic Asylum, Exeter,Gent July 24 Smith v Smith, 
North, J Crawley, Verulam bildgs, Gray’s inn 


Waitt, Cuaruzs, Wi , Suffolk, July 19 London and Provincial Banky 
Short, Stirling, J Cross & Ram, Halesworth 


London Gasette.—Turspar, June 22. 


Cunvett, Tuomas, Osbaldwick, Yorks, Blacksmith July 31 
Kekewich, J Crombie, York 


July 15 Roberts y 


Thackwray v Cundel, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tusspvay, June 15. 
Arxiy, Geonos, Lincoln, Farmer July1 Sharpe & Wade, Market Deeping 


Brstey, Jous, Birmingham, Tallow Chandler July 16 Edwin Jaques & Sons, Bir 
miogham 
Bostey, pa New Swindon, Wilts, Draper July 12 Kianeir & Co, Swindon 


Bravisy, Josern Sraatrorp, Q gh ter, L ter gate, Medical Student 

July 27 Withers & Withers, Arundel st, Strand 

Brapisn, Witt1am Earve, Queensborough ter, Lancaster gate July 27 Withemé 
Withers, st, Strand 

Baice, Cuagtes Wit1ian, Islington Augi0 Fletcher, Clifford’s inn 


Barrrraix, Cuagies James, Margate July 12 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Brooke, Evten Exiza, Southsea July 10 Little & Lyle, Bath 

Browse, Rosegt Mircuert, Manchester July 31 Lee & Co, Manchester 

Ce1ey, Rosert, Great Yarmouth June 24 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 

Coxxor, Lieutenant Woopnam Arruur, Mayo, Ireland Aug 12 Pennington & 8m, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cowzonx, Pitre Royayye, Hornchurch, Essex, Brewer Sept 1 Duttield & Bruty, New 

ousaa Uitknin, Monkleigh, Devon July 31 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 

Covavans, Bowane, West Bridgford, Notts July 10 Crowther & Boning, Kidde 


Cncen, Sant Axx, Twyford, Bucks June 25 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

Dicker, Mary Jaye, Exeter July 12 Friend &Co, Exeter 

Doyuz, Jonn Henry, Piccadilly July 24 Gordon &Co, Bedford row 

Fearniey, Hexry James, Dewsbury, York July 1 Clay, Dewsbury 

Fiatu, Caanves Faepenicx, Harrogate, York July 14 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Garrap, Joun Wuirmore, Colchester July 17 White & Son, Colchester 

Haion, Wats, Almondbury, York, Pattern Weaver July 11 Ramsden & G& 


Hu 
Hesom, Ernest, Kenilworth, Warwick, Tallow Chandler July 31 Handley & Oy, 


Horsrorp, D.D, Rev Jouy, Trinidad July 15 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Horcuaiss, Ricuanp, Warwick, Provision Merchant Aug 12 Handley & Co, Warwitk . 
Hove, Mary, Southport July 20 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden ae 
Hoveneen, Sasan, Porteea, Southampton, Bootmaker July 15 Lush & Hobinsot f 


Joux, Eouusp, Cardiff, Engineer July 20 Stephens & Co, Cardiff 

Leaver, Joux, Hampstead July 31 Stokes & Neighbour, Bedford row 

Lez, Jouyx, Handforth, Chester July 31 Lee & Co, Manchester 

Leewinc, Eowanp, Adlington, Lancs, Cotton Mill Dresser July7 Miller, Chorley 
Mercatre, James, Bowness on Windermere, Westmorland July 31 Gatey, Ambleside 

Parry, Epwarp, Liverpool, Teamowner July 23 Lowndes & Co, Liverpool a 
Pranwax, Gronae Wiut1am, Sunderland, Wholesale Grocer June 30 Botterell & Rod le 


Pesistan, Joseru Brows, Lincoln, Farmer July 12 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln & 
Prtiiwen, Tuomas Bexsawix, Haverstock Hill July1 Willett & Sandford, Arundel st 
Ricnarpsow, Joux, Leeds,Cooper July 12 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds : 
Scov.z, Hangier Ayn, Exeter July 10 Friend & Co, Exeter 
Sueips, Gzonce, Halifax July1 Farrar, Bradford 


I, 7 
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Hewny T. Brows & Co, Luursp—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., dated ‘ 3 
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gesoer, Jars, Omabrurgh ot, Regent’ Park, , Commission Agent July 15 Riddell & 


Co, John st, 


fomoxs, Tuomas, Castle st, Faleonsq July24 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 

guru, Axx, Southery, Norfolk July 17 Archer & Son, Ely, Cambridge 

Srevens, Joun, Southampton, Bovtbuilder July16 Hickman & Son, Southampton 

July 12 

groxes, Wavrer Faepenic, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park July31 Stokes & Neighbour, 
Bedford row 


quot, Hannrer Exriy, Leeds July 14 Nelson & Co, Leeds 


te Epwakp, Bexley, Kent, Coachbuilder 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, June 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ausutt, Henry, Victoria st, - - rma Agent High 
Court Pet May7 Ord May 

Baxzow, ee Hanley, Butehes Hanley Pet June 21 
Ord June 21 : 

BuxsaMIN, Maas, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet June 21 
Ord Jun 

Buy. odd Beverley, oe Kiogston upon Hull 

Pet June 21 Ord June 2 ” ” 
peotnan, Jou, Bodmin. Cornwall Truro Pet June 


une 23 

cies, Sons om paee, Grocer Hanley Pet 
June 21 Ord June 2 

Dawigts, GzorceE, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet June 21 
OrdJune2l_. 

wag a Chatham Rochester PetJune3 Ord 
Jun 


Buper, | Epwarp, Henley on Thames Reading 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Gaaxozn, Henny Tuomas, Streatham Wandsworth Pet | 
June19 Ord June 19 

Earcaorr, THomas ~<a Oxford, Grocer Oxford Pet | 
June4 Ord June 

Host, Freperick a Chingford Edmonton Pet | 
April 24 Ord June 21 

Jenumiau, Rayuonp, New Tredegar, Mon, Provision Mer- 
chant Tredegar Pet June2i Ord June 21 


lzacn, Arnruun Ho.psworts, Brighouse, Yorks, 
Festogrep Halifax Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
lam, Jo rom, lar, Builder High Court Pet June 8 Ord 


lsicn, Tuowas, Liverpool Liverpool Pet June 18 Ord 

une 

lose, Gronce Caves, 
Banbury Pet June19 Ord June 1 

Pasxen, Janes, Manch ) mene g Victualler Man- 
chester Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Pawsty, Frepexic, Ipswich, Bookseller Ipswich Pet 
June1S Ord June 18 

— Owzn Tuomas, Carnarvon, Plumber Bangor 

et June 23 Ord June 23 

—. Heyry, Hanley, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Hanley Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Sxetuors, Wituiam, Hatton garden, Commission Agent 

Court Pet Junel Ord June 17 

Srewant, Joux, Hulme, Manchester {Manchester Pet 
June 23 June 28 

Tirtor, Bexsamix, Dunholme, Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln 
PetJune2i Ord June 21 

Tezce, Hannixtrr, Wednesbury, Builder Walsall Pet June 
15 Ord June 15 

Wut1ams, <> Dolbenmaen, Carnarvon, Farmer Port- 
madoc Pet June 23 Ord June 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asrousy, Sauvet, Crewe, Farmer July 2at 10.30 Royal | 
Hotei, Crewe 

Beacocx, Jony Wapprneuam, Scunthorpe, Lines, Builder | 
Sag at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims' 

nomas Kirkuau, Leeds July 7 at11 Off Rec, 22, 

Park row, Leeds 

Brass, Henry, Lund, York, Farmer July 2 at 11 Off 
Ree, Trinity House lane, Huii 

Cuter, Epwarp Fraycis Bromizy, Newport, Salo 
Grocer July 3 at 12 Off Rec, 42, St John’s . 
Shrewsbury 

Curuax, Groner, Falmouth July Sat 12 Off Rec, Bos- 
cawen st, Truro 

Coox, Henny, Barrow in Furness, Tailor 

Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furni 

Dickrxsox, Hersert Youna, Leadenhall st July 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Downes, Faeperick WIrtwiam, Middlewich, Ches, Inn- 

z July 2 at i 40 Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Or ae pan 's Outfitter July 6 at 
r Tydfil 
Bovouzs, Ame.ia, “a a Reading 


Gizpxen, ' Groror ye Actor 


July3ati1 Queen’s 
Cabinet Salesman July 5 





| 


on, east, Wheelwright | 


| Exper, Tuomas Epwarp, 





| 


} 


nh 8 at 11.30 | 


J & J C Hayward, 











Moreax, a, Mountain Ash, 


July 2at12 65, High st, Merthyr 
Normax, Eowarp, M *Northusah 4, Nurseryman 
July 5 at 11.30 Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Pawsty, Fazpenick, Ipswich, Bookseller July 5at12 Gt 
Eastern Li st, London 


Brison, Cuarves, Bradford, Engineer July 5at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Soames, Cuantes Buckwortra Herz, Dawley, Salop, 
Solicitor July 3 at 11 Off Rec, 42,8t John’s Hi 


Sreruens, Eanest, irybeidge, Devon July 2 at 11 10, 
> Atheneum ter, Plymou 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arygey, Cuarizs, Fordingbridge, Sony, Saddler | 
Salis Pet May 20 Ord June 2 


| Bayxs, Me tn Oat done Neot' 2 Hunts, Coneater Bedford Pet 

hensee, JAMES, Hanley, Butcher Hanley Pet June 21 
Ord June 21 

a ny Gt Grimsby GtGrimsby Pet June 21 


Bre.sy, Konner, Beverley, -- acme Kingston upon Hull 
Pet June 21 Ord June 

Winchmore hill, Nurseryman Edmonton 
Pet April 28 Ord June 15 

| Wocxsnamas Joux, Bodmin, Cornwall Truro Pet June 

Brass, Hees Ly A York, F Kingston upon Hull 

yass, Henny, » York, Farmer upon 

Pet May 25 Ord June wl 

Coates, Joux Sreruey, Burslem, Staffe,Grocer Hanley 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Carrs, Gzonas, Lewes, Grocer Lewes Pet June17 Ord 


une 19 
Dawnie.s, Geonce, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet June 21 
Ord June 21 
Dosyey, Epuunp, Stapleford, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 
Pet May 26 OrdJune 2! 
enley on Thames Reading Pet 
June2i Ord June 21 


Fiorayce, Atrasp Wriuau, Gt Winchester st High 
Court Pet March 26 Ord June 18 

Jenemian, Raymonp, New Tredegar, Mon, Provision Mer- 
chant T Pet June2i Ord June 21 

Leacu, ArrHor Bone Photo- 
graphe' 

tas Tuomas, Liverpool Li Pet dl 1s Ord 


Lone, Gsorce Cauzs, Warwicks, Wheel- 
wright Banbury aie Ord June 19 
Mansions 


High Court 
Mavyoock, Manis Axw Layonam, i , Hairdresser 
Warwick Pet June15 Ord June 21 
Mutis, Steruex, Midhurst, Sussex, B: Builder Brighton Pet 
June15 Ord May 15 
| Parker, James, Manchester Manchester Pet June 21 
Ord June 23 


Macponrng.1, Jenn, Queen Anne’s 
pril24 Ord June 19 


| Ricwarp Rexs, Barry Dock, G! Cabinet Maker Cardiff 
Pet May 24 Ord J ~ 


nein. A. Walsall, Ironmonger Walsall Pet 
June 15 Ord June 21 

«2 ny! Hanley, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 

Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Sailmaker 


Surrn, my oo Paty Kilburn, High Court Pet June 
| 18 Ord June 18 
| Srzwaret, Joux, Hulme, Commercial 
| Tra Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Tayior, Bexsamtn, Dunholme, Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln 

T og i ~ ry Wednesbury, Builder Walsall Pet 

exce, Hangierr r sa 
June 15 Ord June 


at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple brs, Temple avue 
Ges, ey ba Gt : unetie Holborn July 6 atlz Bank- | 


Carey st 
See Noein, tan Marylebone, Dairyman 


July 5 at 2.30 

Bankruptcy bidgs, st aad 
Hiscuuirr, Auvert, Bradford July 5 at 11 Off Ree, 31, 
Hou row, Bosttord Derb 

zs, Samug., over, , Butcher July 2 at 11 
eek See ay sens, 

‘ALL, Bu lax, nufacturer July 7atil Off 

Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax — 


om, Marraias, Manselton, | Chemist July 2at | 
exandra ‘ 


31, , Swansea 
cll Isaac Keruino, W »_ Cheshire, Shoemaker 
July 2 at 10.50 Royal Hotel, Crew 
on, Anraur Ho.pswoarn, Bri i Yorks, Photo- 
r July7at11.30 Off » Townhall chmbrs, 


lanous, Josxru, Sharrow, Sheffield, Silversmith July 2 
a62.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield ' 


Wit.iams, Jouy, Seiemeen, Carnarvon, Farmer Port- 
madoc Pet June 21 Ord June 23 


Aanenol Celie ee ae eet in the 


London Gazette 
Bawsury, Tuomas Cuanres, Li Subeccented Liver- 
pool ” Pet et May3 Ord Tetpool , 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Caniss, Waiter Henry, Birmingham, Clerk in Hol 
Leg # Birmingham Adjud Feb 4, 1837 Annul 
une 


Mrits, Steruzx, Midhurst, Sussex, Builder Brighton 
Adjud June3 Annul June 15 te 


| a London Gazette.—Turspay, June 29. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bisuor, Faspeeick James, Northampton, Baker North- 
ampton Pet June 6" Ord June 2 
—— Lay Epwaap, Torquay Exeter Pet April 15 


Butuan, pen Thirsk, Ironmonger Northallerton Pet 
June Ord June 25 


Bora Fuowas, Baraaley, Joiner Barnsley Pet June 24 


Cuamveny, Franci ama, Somerset, Farm Wells 
Pet June 4 Ord June " 


wegen Builder , 





| 


Taomrsoy, Cecttia Bentaam, Liverpool July 1 - Dixon &Syers, Liverpool 
Wurraxsr, Estuzn, Leeds July 12 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

Warrs, Wii1iam, Staffordon Avon July3i Handley & Co, Warwick 
Warreneap, Jvzia, Leamington Augl10 Handley & Co, Warwick 

Wairenzapv, Mazcarer, Halifax July 12 England, Halifax 

Warreneap, Taomas Cuances, Lightoliffe, York July 12 England, Halifax 
Wiper, Tuomas, Parkhurst rd, Bowes park July 10 H.C. Jones, High holborn 
Wiu1ams, Davin, Aberbare, Draper July 26 Evans, Aberdare 


Crane, com] Batoum grdns, Brook Green High Court 
“Ord June 24 
Culian itveas, Leeds Leeds Pet June24 Ord June 24 


Coorzr, Freperick Waturer, Exning, Suffolk, Butcher 
J Fg al Butcher 
Coo OnN ERT, a 
‘Leioester Pet June 24 Ord: June 24 
Cox, Henry Waasrarr, Insurance Agent Wal- 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


BTREE, J) , Commercial Travoller 
6. amieaee, Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
CunpsiL, ee — Devizes, Baker Bath Pet 


June Ord June 
Gagrup, ‘Sous, Hox Hoxton, Confectioner High Court Pet 


Gartzr, f=) Shawbury, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 


Haypex, Wituta 
June 25 
ae nang F, eo ay est Gorleston, Norfolk Gt 


—s Ord June 25 
Sau non, Finsbury, ollders High Court Pet June 2 


Jongs, ng a Butcher Bangor Pet June 24 
Ord June 24 
lag 5 Soasenee, jun, Bury Bolton Pet June 26 Ord 


Manes Tana —-= om Wheelwright Pontypridd 
Murro & Co, Newcastle on Tyne, Produce Importers New- 
castle on Tyne Pet June 9 Ord June 25 
Frepeswx Tomas, Butcher 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 — 
Powrine, Eaxest, Wilts, Painter Swindon 
Pet June 26 Ord June 
Rick, Groner Huyay, ayy Notts, Baker Nuttingham 
yd Ord June 25 
Roey Taam Pruiterer Hastings Pet June 1 
Scorr, i Janes adie en = papal Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June 12 Ord = 
Sa 


e, South Woodford, Eavex, Draper High 
Pet May 31 Ord June 24 
Drysalter Wol- 


Sitxstows, Bexsamix, Wol 
verham; ‘Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
SLADE, Canterorses Duloe, Liskeard, Licensed Victualler 
Plymouth Pet June 15 Ord June 25 


omy je Sypwer, Leeds, Waiter Leeds Pet June 
june 25 
Wavrans ag = pie Someneats Heanor, Derby Derby Pet 


Wenven, Ti Toute, Cee Somerset, Baker Taunton 


W J Pat Sonn Pelham, Hertford D 
ouN ue are 
we - Pet J une 9 On Ord June 25 nee to 
RBERT PR ee erchant 
“Hastings Pet June 12 Ord June 
Waros, Hacas, Pet June 26 
Ord June 26 


Prxz, 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ee x, Bapues, Mysten Wate eam, Broker July 6 at 


County chmbrs, Market pl, 
Auacrr, © an Ve, x Flannel Ages! July 6 at 
Banks. James, — fants, Carpenter July 6 at 10.30 
Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 


Bewsow, James, Hanley, Butcher July 7 at 10 Townhall, 

Be ee vant Thad Lanes, Grocer July 7 at 12 

Buc«isesan, ‘oun B ns, Bonin, Cora Cornwall JulyGatiz2 Of 
Rec, Boscawen 


Boca tana Gracechurh s, Merchant July 6 at 
2.30 Dhaene 5 Carey st 


seat ig F mg tty me ky ee Farmer July 7 

Gum heed ah. daw Brook Green July § at 11 

Consne, ae Seasem, Staffs, Grocer July 7 at 

Coorsr, Faso Exaing, Suffolk, Butcher 
July 21 at 10.90 0 Of Of Hee, Pty ‘ 

Coorss, Jous Rosger, 


July 7 at 12.30 Of Bee Bs Berndge st, 
cuovon, Jou F Paraice, Mabahower, Art Engraver July 8 
CraowrTa Ry Clerk July Gat2.30 Of 
ota 8 Bond ta W 
Wiitiam Atpeer, ae oe ony eee 
1 Ot Hes, aa saben, Corn st, Bristol 
Dayres, pact July 8at3 Off Reo, 29 


Doe eae Ta ae July 7 at 1 


Base, d y nSA Cslour Man July 8 at 1 
ASON, uly 
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Fe eet a 





Epw. Epwazp, Stroud, Kent, ary Wl July 19 at 
is, igh st, Rochester 


1 

pert WILLIAM, Stowmsaricsh, Suffolk, Tailor 
Taly? at1l Off Rec, 36, Princes st, I 

Fosrsn, Tom, Barnsley, Yorks, eee July 6 at 10 Off 


any Dagens ot, eens 
Haines, ILLIAM, Shilton, Leicestershire, Boot 
Manufacturer R , ‘e at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Leicester 

eT ly Soho, Baker July 6 at 12 
a gd » st 

Heveu, J G, H.M.S. rns nanee July 6 at 2.30 
Bankrupty 8 

Hinsr, Joux, aie, Yon, Butcher July 6 at 10.20 
Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 


st, 

Hussanps, ALBERT, Aiugeyat, Glam, Grocer July 7 at 

11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Joxzs, Wrutiax, Holyhead, Anglesey, Farmer July 7 at 3 

chm! ryan 
recons, Wheelwright 

st,  Megthor Tydfil 

nilder July 7 7at12 Bankruptcy 


Lzowarp, WIA, 
J 7ati2 665, 2. High 
Lom, Jonx, Poplar, 


Liwacre, onan, Liverpool July 7 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, 


Lose, Groner Caren Ch Cherington, Warwick, Wheelwright 
July 9 at 12.15 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Lorp, Bensamix, jun, Bury July 9 at 11 16, Wood st, 


Bolton 

Manrtet, J W, West Smithfield, poe Salesman July 
6at1i Bankru; ldgs, 

Passt, Sanan Barvort, Bath July 7 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Bank Corn st, 1 


Panxen, James, ester July 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
eisaieiean dene Enxwest, and Marx Wootr, Plymouth, 
Fruit Merchants July 7 at 11 10, Athenssum ter, 


Plymouth 

Prance, Gronce Wit1iam, Balham, Builder July 7 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

—s Faeperickx Tuomas, Loughborough, Butcher July6 


idge st, Leicest 

Sean eR Leicester, aw Lender July 7 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, erg, te howe icester 

Pow, Faeperick, dowetth, Staffs, Tailor July Sat 

23, Colmore row. Birmingham 
Racozrrt, Gzonor, Woking, Builder July 7 at 12.30 24, 
way app, don Bridge 

Raixes, Francis, Spelters, Maesteg, Glam, Haulier July 
Satl1 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Roserrsoy, Anyi. Rhyl, Flint, Dressmaker July 7 at 12.30 

chm! Eastgate row, Chester 

Rossy, Wotrr, bury st, er 7 Furnisher July 9 
at 2.30 Bankru bidgs, 

Sancent, Henny, nf Licensed Victualler 
em ‘own 

Cuanues, Wailing st, Costume Manufacturer 

ya? at12 Bankru 7 bldg Carey st 

ee Wit. dns, Commission Agent 
July 9 at 11 Bankruptoy b bldgs, Carey st 

Situ, Bawces, Kilburn burn, Sailmaker July Sat 2.30 Bank- 


— ENJAMIN, Dunholme, Lines, Farmer July 13 at 
Vow irae, J Joux Heyry, Leeds July 7 at12 Off Rec, 
Warns, CGuasersenna, <a Ree 2" Farmer July 

1 


1 3 ae. F 
bers ~ Ape Guildford. aieater July 8 at 11.30 


24, by on Bridge 
Wittiams, phe diff, Builder July 7at10 Off Ree, 
29, Queen st, 
Wusox, Tuomas, Darwen, Lancs, Boot Dealer July 7 at 
380 County Court House, Blackburn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asrbury, Samvet, Crewe, Farmer Nantwich Pet May 
25 Ord June i 


Bisnor, Faepericx James, Northampton, Baker North- 
June 25 Ord June 25 
Buais, Samuvet, 8t , Lancs, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
April 29 Ord June 2 
Butaussa, Joszru, Thirsk, Ironmonger Northallerton Pet 
June 25 Ord June 25 


Bourier, Taomas, Dacadhey, Yorks, Joiner Barnsley Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 
— Hyam, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet June24 Ord 


Coorrr, chien Waurter, Exning, Suffolk, Butcher 
Cambridge Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Coorsr, James CHaRies, ton, 
master Court Pet May5 Ord June 2 

Coorgr, Joux BERT, one hg Butcher ctiaster 
Pet June 24 Ord 


Cox. Herynxy Wagsrarr, “Lichfield, Insurance Agent Wal- 
sall Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Cuapraze, Josuva, Kidderminster, Commercial Traveller 
Kidderminster Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

One ge 5 to Same, Devizes, Baker Bath Pet 

Davis, Atraep, New TR Wilts, Builder Swindon 
Pet May 31 Ord June 24 

Fou Grspzrtus Mantivez, Lime st, Cigar Merchant High 
Court Pet May 19 Ord June 25 

Fvt.aeas, Frank, Brixton High Court Pet May 12 Ord 


26 
Garex, Joszen, Shawbury, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet June 25’ Ord June 26 ™ 


Granxorr, Heyny Tuomas, Streatham Wandsworth Pet 
June17 Ord June 25 

Gases, Joan Faepenicx, Ipswich, Timber Merchant 

Pet May24 Ord June 24 

Hates, W11114m, Karl Shilton, Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Aston juxta Birmio am, Boot 
Pet June 23 Ord 

—— st, Soho, Baker “High Court 

une 24 

~ Dairyman High Court 


July 7 at 


= ey School- 


Hargworr, Epwanrp, 
Maker Bi 
Hazrnis, 
Pet May 27 


Pet June 18 Ord June 


Hossayps, ALBERT Abergwynti, Glam, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet June1 Ord June 


James, Bexsamin Davio, 7 Weet Gorleston, Norfolk Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Joxzs, Eowarp, Bangor, Butcher Bangor Pet June 24 
Ord Jane 24 
Lorp, Bexsamriy, the younger, Bury Bolton Pet June 25 
une 26 


Ord J 

McDowatp, Cuar.es, Carlisle, Plumber Carlisle Pet 
June9 Ord June 25 

McNicoit, Joux, Southport, Surgeon Liverpool Pet 
May3 Ord June %4 

Manxs, Iseazt, Pentre, Glam, Wheelwright Pontypridd 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Pawsry, Freperic, am, Bookseller Ipswich Pet 
“gg pe Loughborough, Butch 

REDERICK roug! utcher 

Leicester Pet June 23 Ord June 24 

Poyxtine, Eaxest, Marlborough, Wilts, Painter 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Rick, Groner Henry, Newark, Notts, Baker Nottingham 

et June 25 Ord June 

Suzpuerp, The Rev Serb roe 8 
Essex Chelmsford Pet April 23 

—, CHARLES, Islington High Court Pet April7 Ord 

Swaxy, , ee Sy Peoner. Leeds, Waiter Leeds Pet 
June 25 Ord J 

Toors, James, Gt Titchfield st High Court Pet June 10 
Ord June 25 

Warers, Ricuarp Sauypers, Heanor, Derby Derby Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

West, Exwest James, Guildford, Carpenter Guildford 
Pet June 18 Ord June 2 

Wirxiss, Cecit Francis, att Winchester st, Bullion Broker 
High Court Pet May 24 Ord June 25 

Wane, Spee. Scarborough Pata nad Pet June 26 

June 26 


PiKz, eas 


Swindon 





WHAT TO EAT, DRINK, AND AVOID. 
BY A MEDICAL MAN. 

Diet.—Under this head we will consider what is the best. 
Every man or woman must be a law unto themselves as to 
week to eat, drink, and avoid. The saying “One man’s 
meat is another man’s poison” is v true, and the time 
of year and the climatic surroundings have much to sa po A 
the matter. In the Arctic regions you can eat and reli 
fate or fat mixtures such as would be fatal to you in the 
tropics. Why do our countrymen suffer so much from 
liver complaint ? It is because our insular in the 
British Isles has induced a love for roast beef, spirits, and 
strong , and we ind in these with one result, 
liver complaint. Were we only rational and adapted our 
diet to our surroundings we would lead healthier, ha; 
lives. Were we to a great extent to shun animal fi 
would be healthier. 

The foregoing observations lead us up to consider why 
Dr. Tibbles’ Vi acts so beneficially on the liver. Dr. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa has in it the four ingredients of a purely 
vegetable extraction, and while these in combination act 
most beneficially on the liver, they cannot in any sense wot 
the words be either considered drugs or medicines. They 
are neither more nor less than emeeens, * nourishing 
restoratives. They give tone and vigour to organ of 
the body, while at the same time they build. ow > ae oe whole 
constitution in a way that has never been done before. 
This ng Ae mye blend not only stimulates the liver to 
& proper of its i, but it builds up ites 
various tissues to the highest _— of efficiency. 

Merit, and merit alone, is t we claim for Dr. Tibbles’ 
— Jocoa, and we are pi to send to any who 

ames the Souicrrors’ Journsat a dainty sample tin of Dr. 
Tibbles” Vi-Cocoa free and post paid. ere is no magic 
in all this. It is a plain, honest, straightforward offer. It 
is done to introduce the merits of Vi-Cocoa into every 
home. Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa as a concentrated form of 
nourishment and vitality is invaluable; nay, more than 
this; for to all who to face the strife and battle of 
life with greater endurance and more sustained exertion, 
it is absolutely indi ble. 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi is made up in 6d. packets, and 
94, and 1s, 6d. tins. It can be obtained from all chemists, 
grocers, and stores, or from Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, Limited, 
60, a, and 62, 62, Bunbill-row, London, E.C. 
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The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for { 
SMEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF Assc 


y in the 


CHEQUES, &c. ved oS 
BEALS designsd and executed. "No Bharge tor Bk 


form for 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration 


BRAND & COS — 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALID 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & OO. MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WO) 
VAUXHALL, LONDO: 


°|LONSDALE PRINTING WORK 


IN, 8.W. 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHE 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZIW 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIC 


And all General and 


Commercial 


Ul 


Every description of Printing—large or 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL MN 


Authors advised with as to Printing and F 
Estimates and all information furniahed. 


Contrasts entered tats 





EPPS’S COCOAINE 


COCOA-NIB EXTRAOT. 
(TEA-LIKE.) 

The choicest roasted nibs (broken-up beans 
natural Cocoa on deing subjected to a po 





M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Eadgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE se MAKERS. 


Chancellor, the Wate of the 
of London, &c. 





To Her Majesty, the ¢ Lard Ghance 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace, 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law Wi 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


Hinely-flavoured 


the place. 
exciting the sytem 





give forth their exvess of 
powder—‘ 


ous Tea 


*Cocoaine,” a pi 


the pb 


system. on only in la! 


with boiling water, 
of to of which itis now, with many, 
Its active principal. being a 


inbeliea Tins 


ry 
has the cc 7 


Sage 
(BED 
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uisite under the above Acts « 
Every req supplied on i 
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